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PART H—Section 3—Sob-section (Ui) 
iTpr IL-V»¥ »>-qPT-iav (ffl) 


(ifo rtrtr wwnff ^ a.t’tTartrtil ym fsRij «nt ^ 

Orders and Notifications Issoed by Central Authorities (other than Administrations of Union 

Territories) 


rf1T7 

?Tf 6 1980 


I'. Dec-n Dayai 


BETWEEN 


Petitioner 


?rr. str. 4 .—srf^rffrrsr?^ ?ifi#rirtT^ 195, 

(1951 TT 43 ) aro 106 % 'H'^yT^r 

smik rr^^TTix fJEttry Tiiw i 984 T?r 1 Jr 
^rn'w ir^ % 29 

1 985 ^ imfvpr ^^11 t I 

[y, 82 '’TT.sr,-*fr. fm./i/ 84 ] 

ELECTION COMMISSION OF INDIA 
New Delhi, the 6th January. 1986 

O.N. 4,-—In pursuance of section 106 of the Representa¬ 
tion of the People Act, 1951 (43 of 19511, the Election 
Commission hereby publishes the judgment of the High Court 
af Judicature, Andhra Pradesh at Hyderabad dated 29th Nov- 
nber, 1985 hi Election Petition No. 1 of 1984. 

N THE HIGH COURT OF JUDICATURE; ANDHRA 
PRADF,SH AT HYDERABAD (ORIGINAL 
JURISDICTION) 

Friday the TVenty Ninth Day of November 
One Thousand Nine Hundred and Eighty Five 
PRESENT ; 

The Hcn’ble Mr, .fut/tice Upendralal Waghray. 
Election Petition No- 1|1984 

fin the matter of the Representation of People Act 1951) 
In the matter of the Election for the council of 
States from the Andhra Pradesh Legislative Assembly 
constituency, 

1455 GI/85—1 


AND 

1. Puttapapa Radhakrishna 

2. Prof. C. I^akshmanna 

3. iParvafhnneni Upendrn 

4. Yalla Scsibhushana Rao 

5. B. Satyanarayana Reddy 

6. T. Chandrasekhara Reddy 

7. T. Bala Gowd 

K M. Gangadharara. 


A .7 in,, u|=», oi or ino jsepresentatjon of People 

, ct 1951 praying that in the circumstances stated therin the 
<w ourt TTifiy be pleased 


t.io ciDv^uon or me respondents 1 to 6 to 
the council of states on 29-3-1984 as void; and 

be’rielmeH ‘petitioner f,., may 

be deemed fit and proper in the circumstances of the case. 

This Election petition coming on for he.iring this day imon 
rersmng the Election Petition fifed by the petitioner and^e 
ritten staloments filed by the respondents and the petitioner 
not .appearing m person or bv Advocate and of Mr.^I Kofl- 
reddv_ AiKocatt for the respondents 1. 3, 4, 5 and 8 Mr M 
t^handrar^kliam Rao. Advocate f.vr Respondent Na 

of Mr V ^tlvoeate for respondent No. 6 and 

of Ml. V, F,sw-,rai.ah, Advocate fo,- ic.spondcnt No 7 the 
made th^^' fcIlo'tviHg 

ORDER ; The Election petition was presented on 11-6-84 
The petnoner is appearing in person. Issues vve?e framed on' 


(11) 
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28-12-1984. After several adjournmcTiti, the petitioner got 
himself examined as P.W. 1 on 6-9-1985. He was cross- 
examined on behalf of some of respondent and it whs ad¬ 
journed for cross-examination by R-2 and for evidence of the 
other respondents. The natter ^va.s adjourned beyond a weeV 
and to 20-9-1985 at the request of the petitioner because he 
had to appear in person in some case before the Supreme 
Court. Tbc petitioner whs absent on 20-9-1985 and also on 
subsequent hearing viz., 11-10-85 and on 18-10-85 to which 
the ca=e was adjourned for his absence. On 18-10-85, a 
telegram was received from New Delhi to rhe effect that the 
petitioner is continuing trentement in PresW at Estate Clinic 
and requesting for adjournment of a month. The case was 
therefore, adioumed to 22-11-1985. As he was tib.scnt on 
that day also, it was posted to toiLay. To-day also when the 
case was called in the morning, he was absent. Again at 
2-15 p.m.. there is no response. In the circumstances, the 
Election petition is dismissed for default. T make uo order 
ns to costs. 

J. KRISHNASARMA. Dy. Registrar 

TRUE COPY 

Sd/- Illegible 
Asstt. Registrar 
[No. 82|AP-CS|l|84i 

STElTJT 

f^r, 7 'ipTTtl, 19 86 

xrr. w, 5 rtitFt 'pt PwmFT ^ 

ffiTT t (^) Jr tPTT W^l- 


^ ^ EIRd ( 3) 

STT ( 4) R 

RIRR TfR ?MT 5FTT 

RWfffejT 19 5 1 ^ftr ffcr Rnirff 

STITT srRrWT TTT ETTRI % ( 5 ) R TffT 'cri^fvrff 

R ttrrR ffTTtrd ’ktRI tt Tlf R’?t TfiR 
R tqwT 

aftT ttrPzrfRRf R fffir tttR TT 

Wl 5raRwTfTT % fETF 9T Rt 'PTT'ff W'm 

9#lr tar ^ ITT ffTTT fTR t!r>RT#5Rt 
TT, Rfr fsTTIT ^TTR % TmT[ 

^ EWTT ^ I fTT TTE ITT WPTTT 

Rt friR Tilf tRirt thTT RT 

m: tw. IeRNr rtRpt ttst ttIRRetr tR ’Tttt 
lo-n %TFFrT'T R RrR tR mrofr % wf»T (4) R 
fdfrfR^r 3irfTrTif{ tR RrTii % frRt Rt rtt % Ri 
fRiRr. Tmr tR fRwd hat ^pttt fRiiPi 

R: ETTJJ "fR ^riR 3ftT gRR Ri RtR W 

tR mfRj R RRi qR tR TJT^TTsrru % fRcRiTfljiT 

RURtT TTTdT ^ I 


*TRt>fy 


R. fRTi^ TT 
IRttot 


1 


2 


1. RFP ^ ^ 
testhtt fRrtTff 




3. 




TFT 


RtRk fRRm-^ tR 
^.R. RKtht 


3—tT^FTTTT RuflT 

fR^RiFT 


1 5—RnRFr 


19—f^rftfqiRRr'T 
RttReT fR^‘TT 


2 0—ReREi 


Mm ^R ttR apERT fRnhr tt ttt^ 

TTT ?rFT 3ftT 'ET 


RMI 5?fErr 

KdIffR tfT3;»T, 

Riy«t*ii<r, 

^?RRRRI-3 

(%TTr) 

Rt stvaTfun 


Br'TmvT TTTm 
Tff-mrR, 

Eiivrr (Rttt) 

aR ^tRYt met 

Rfarnp, Ris.(iprqq 
TTR-1 1, T'Tr^T 
TnTwrf'dT.T, 
miiRT 

«RRV, =R, 

Rt.Rt. 1 4 / 374 , 

TWIlfd, 

fTMjT-695001 


5 

fRfRffUTT- Rttt srrfetT »fT~R R 

3iWT tRt 


, R^t hTlVr iR Ml Itet 


fRnffrff ETET R tet fR f 8 p|fnT 
RtTT STRet TER R i-qrpT 
T^ I 


RiJi arfiET ^ Ml fRffi 


[R. 76 /RTTr-Tfl. JT./SS (22—25)] 
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ORDERS 

New Delhi, the 7th January, 1.986 

O.N. 5.—Wheieai teh Election Commis'sion ia siitislieU 
that each of the conlesling candidates specified in column (4; 
of the Table below at the election to the House of the People] 
I^cgislative Assembly as specified in colcinn (2) and held froih 
the constituency specified in column (3) against his narnc 
has failed to lodge an account of his election expenses in 
the constituency specified in column (3) against his name 
column (!) of the said Table as required by the Represen¬ 
tation of the People Act, 1951 and the Rules made thereunder; 


And, w'licrcas, the said candidates have either not fumUhed 
any reason or explanation for the said failure even after due 
ii .-iicc or tile Election Commission, after considering the re¬ 
presentations made by them, if any. is satisfied that they have 
iio good reason or justification for the said failure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section JdA of the said 
Act, the Election Commission hereby declares the persons 
specified in column (4) of the Tabic below to be disqualified 
for being chosen as, and for being, a member of cither House 
of the Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly or Legisla¬ 
tive Council of a State for a period of 3 years from the date 
of this order 


LABLE 


S. Particulars of election 
No. 

S. No. & Name of 
constituency 

Name of the contesting 
candidates 

Reason for disqualifica¬ 
tion 

1 2 

3 

4 

5 

1. General Election to the 
House of the People 

3—'Badagara Parliamcu- 
tary constituency 

Smt. .Suseela Balakrishnan. 
Manayath House, 
Thiruvangad, 

Tellicherry-3, 

(Kerala) 

Failed to lodge the acc¬ 
ount in the manner 

2. -do- 

1 5-Allcppey Parliamen¬ 
tary Constituency 

Sri. Benjamin, 

Pallikkathayyil. 

Arthnagal P.O.. 

Shertallai, 

Alleppcy Distt., 

(Kerala). 

Not lodged the account 
at all 

3. -do- 

19-Chiryinkil parliamen¬ 
tary constituency 

Sri Basheer, 

Sabeena Manzil, 
Cherukunnam. 

Ward XI. 

Varkala Municipality, 
Varkala. 

f ailed to lodge the acc¬ 
ount wilhin time and 
the maimer 

4. -do- 

20-Trivandrum parlia¬ 
mentary constituency 

Sri P.V. Sehadevan, 

T,C. 14/574, 

Palayam, 

Trivandrum-69500). 

Not lodged the account 
at all 


[No. 76/KL—HA/85 (22—25)] 


?n.5r. 6 ■—jrrtT^T EEiartr ?fT 

WT ^ jfi'^ Vi' (2) 

^ ^ (3) M^- 

fire % gsrr I, ( 4 ) it '?h% »rmiir 

3lfg-- 

^rftrf^tTR, 1951 ^«rr En frmt 

ifTT wrfsra 3 EE?iTT’jfr^ (5) it jwi 

^ it 5 Eirf ^ »fr djfw ete 

Tgr 

^ Era JT^rfEift ^ tTREP kiT ’srra 

■ 3 ^ wFvTiJT % fvfi] m rffEtf 5r«i^^r 


•Tji- foTT ^ qr JTTT ftfE IJE 7 T, iTfe 

tfr, f^pc ^ «iTTt^ jpt jtij 

ERmra EET I % m ’i’fcr 

qttf qnT’T ?TT rqTEtl^W ^ 

?Jcr; m, wEttu' ^LfsTN^rtT qi> aKT 

10-qi ^ E^af it ^1% E'r %fcF«r (4) it 

q/t tEf? % m ^ 

fwr qfrfq'dTET q'd-v ?mT N'gET 

sftT ^ % ftEJ ^ qft arft^ ireftra 

5pf q:’! qiTvrRfEf ^7^:37 | 1 
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?rrwt 





f^n:^ ^ ^r'=^r 

RsfTtfT 

'^. afiT^tr 

ST'irtff "R TW TcfT 


'1 

3 

4 

5 


6—'—M 

«fr RJT . i\. 

Wiura- ?r ^Far 



JTR 

fw RTl I 



3fh: 

srrTTFnr 

PfT^ STR^R 
?Tf^"l'li^ 



1 8—^^ftWpTfT 

Rl ^1 

25-Vl.'fI. 

^;^-'2, ^Frfrfc 
f^vTT (TftFnrr^) 

a^lt *it ^arrfa^ ?f?[l‘f%irr 1 



*fl . R. ^. H^Rrrrnr 
1/353 

i?7>n^^-641047 

(?r^5FTr¥) 




Rff 

67 i aFTTWrt 

FTHITf^ 641104 
(TfiTT^TT*) 

’T^ 


27 — 

Ntsr. -^TifT TT^T 

?tiaf 



fiTTT, Ji? F?l- , 




30-2 31 

TprH'«m4?r 4F4vi, 

(#cpT^) 


B’-m TT 

1—tYtitm?" 

-sfr sr^r^ifw 


¥TgYTDT 


TTfSTT, R. ^r. RT. "3^ 




’fljrr Trt^nRT, R., 

1 0-RT^ Tt? 




'1 , +1!ll+)-b UOU J 4 



friv 

%TV %. Wr'ITT'Sf, 

4], 3iiY 

TT^IJOT, JTffFr-600013 


cTT^ 


?4t flt. 

IT. 2, 

^Tli Tjq^ 




iTRTr-600013 



3—TT. TTsrrijr«iFr'R 

^fTT^. 3UrtT^, 13 9, 
Tfr?TT^«rT 

FirrTr-21 



9 . 






[umll—3(iii)] 


mTTTWnuT^. V-Jin o, I-.) 

, no? 15 

1 2 

3 

4 

5 

1 0. *Pr 

3—■^itrr iwjr;T«p: 

«ft arn:. ’mfV, 

*ft%i3rT Trfsw Rff f^trr i 

TITtim 






JHR, ^‘PC 
ifpTfeTr'^^5, *^0^-21 


11. 

4—‘Hl'Ti 3T^ 

Jsfr JfT5ft %, 

193, •^'HRT ?^r2', 

ffX 



4r?Rl-8 4 


12. ^ 


Jiff r^ _ TO irf'’T, 

83—W TTSKT-3 9 


13. 

Ttar 


wq" atk X>4T!PT TO ?r 



30. arOTTfro 

TrfeM' f^TO 1 



irSTRT-l 12 


14. 

s~Q<iwj,i: (ar.srr.) 

«fr % 3TT?nw3r, 

36. art. ?ft, ^tot, 

»rT» «T. 3TT43TT 

TVr, JT5rff'12 

qX ^ ^rfisrvr Ptot i 

15. 


*ft tV . 

19, arff^T 

fT^JT 



iTKRr-39 


16. 5lf^ 

6—JtmrfTWiT 

■sfr^ t^?r. ^q-wrr^ft 

ffTO =rT aikftf^TO ^ ?T 



20, 

jRrsrTiT-i 

'Tli^ 5T?t PtjTT 1 

17- 


•sft i. Trf^RlXJT, 

qiX %«r PfTO 



4, ^rTKTI 

4 fefW ^ (^TTt) 

^T«P14KQ<i. JTirra’'12 

Rm 1 

18. 

7—(3f.5fT.) 

TtP^, 

arn:. ffX. 

5t. fm, iTSRr-i7 


19. 

11— 

«iT . TTOT^wirT 

22, 'tfw^ ??X, 

?PTT$, »TsrTO-2 


2 0. frt^ 


«ft R. ffrrf^fTPT 

6 7 tX, 

r^+H, iTiri?r-5 

Xir 

21. 

19—3ir!T^ 

arR. IT. =^?S1TXT, 

flfJTJT qr aik 



rr. 12, vw%w, 

WTf% TR, iniRr-600043 

qrfe^r qff fqrqr i 

22. trtw 


tV. ^tJT^fjmPT, 

^'tt ■qr^i 1 



?r, 2 9, 




^ 3TRX 
f^_^(?rfjTW|) 
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1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

2 3- 

fsraTT ^ 

3 4— 

“Tl rrq- , 

-TFT. TT 3ftT fMwnr T^ ^ 


JTJrTJT 


3TJ|.T ?Tm, 118 ?r, 

T'TT TTpaFT T|ff f^OT 1 




iTrTf3 Ttj, 

TTf^!T7»T, ^TT'3 arnPfj fel 
(TPa^OT'I) 


2 4. 


4 7—3FTT^a: 

►-41 Eft. ^^rfFTTifr, 

fofTTT wq ^ Sfijr T1%T T^ 




47, ff'Tfitr 

oT^r 3ru% f^?rr 
(arfiUFTT^) 

felT 1 

25. 


48— 

sfT'ft. ^rafn-, 

T. 4, wfTW, ar^fr ^5^ 
sr^HtT ?rT'=f 3Tr45f? fw 
(TfR-T^T^) 


26. 


54—f^’ii 

>5ft ^ ^TJTIW, JT ^6-, 
'!F4mf^ »IK, ^FHF4!t.4T 

C\ ' >3 

TRs- 

STEPfe faUTT (^Tfwny) 

itft qTforT T?I%4rT 1 

27. 


58 — f^5^533T 

'sfr ^t. irr«i'T?-T, ^ ^tTr<r6 

16,4frT??r4T5rr 

4TT^ 31T¥fe ftrvTT 


2 8- 

cT^? 

60—fq-^Tn'STT 

ITT T W W, ^IT^^'TTiT'TTfTinT fT^W 




TT;rq^ ir-t. j\-fr.rz 





4rT?«r afRffe fbiTr (ofirTTi^) 


29. 


62 — 

?ft Tr^TTi^Tir, qfiwirTTqfiT 
qRT IW^ TTvUT HTT«T aiwfe 

>3 

fTTT (tPhTTIT ) 


30. 


91—TTH mT<l'*T 

►ir %. wr?qTrft, 




Tgr 

TfenrNTT ttit tot 

jrrrinTfTToiT ORT, 

4rn^-i4 (TlrTTr^) 


31. 



►Tr o;4«ftTr 

3/5 TriWiW, TtTTRT'^T ORt, 
qj>!?i^T (TfRvTTT®^) 

Ttr 

32. 



►Jft % ’fr. -^f^OTT. 4-5 aTTjf^J 
TOWTT %3rr .3T-1, T . 2, 

^PnrrfTR, (frfoTTTs) 


33. 



ft. TTT, 5 /6Rfoorq-R 

TR-^TTTTT ORt, 

(TfRiW'l) 

fr^T 

3 4. 


105— 

rr. TTTJT5IT4 tV 

er^T 



(qfir^) 

39(7 TeTTtOT 

TTTRdT-1 (oftTOTT) 








[«TFrII—ant3(^iii)] , 


'flT"r4rrtr3rq?r;5rnrT'r i9sij/rfT^ 19,1937 
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- - --- 

- u i • - 


i.. ..- -1 - Jl -- _L11_L 

1 2 

3 

4 

5 

3 5. f^dT^T ^ 

loe—'T# 

isfl' rr^ Ctf 

119, 

(frffTT^T?) 

■^l' ^fffl TlfeiT PFIT 1 

36. — 

— =T^_ 

*41 sfr-r. IT. 

77, T9‘3.r4 t431T£I^, 

'(nfrnTrf) 

—=r^ — 

37- — 

— 

»-lt 0 . 13, 

^'VftTFqrr T'f-j, 8frin: 

—— 

38- —< 

107— 

*jfi n^, TT. 

Tri^T eftpl, 

irraiTTWTS^r 

\e - _ 

gi>Ti^T—641021 

—irt^r— 

39. —?Tf^— 

-- 

•sft triT. ir^?r. 9-^, 

TmPiTtr 

'i7t7r»g^3;-3o (crtwiTf ) 

—— 

40. —— 

111 — :rrirT!^? 

’Sft OIT. 31^, ^ 

>71. SIT. 

fji?n (ciPi^mTi) 

— 

41, —?rt^— 

11 4 — TlmT^ 

3fr ri*r. nif^f^ 

<53 »rr;3^, fuMJTTf^%wq*i 

S’snrr^TJT 

{^'m) WfR (^rm) 
cfT^ fq^T jptTT rj. 638671 
sfi'tiTHrCT iw (wfni-imi) 

- 

42. —Tf^— 

1 1 5 -q7?n»P 

*4t tV, irri, fTTTrrijtTT, 

14, 

TlTri, 9, qiTFTSrriTiT 

■ fiiWr (arfri^l) 

—— 

43, —— 

—=lf^— 

ift. ■'■WTIJTM^, 

^'TripTTf Tirij^rr, 

'll. w-. ^‘nmi?qTT (3 ttt) 

JTtqT^T fsRT (criWiTT^) 

— ^ — 

44. — 

1 1 6— 

ssfl 1 ^ 4 . ^!TirF^"l, 

5?f rr?!-. f^RtrffT 32 ^^1, 

'PTWlffr Tr. rr^. Tr^f^J ^-2 
^'TiTRf^ f.MT (?TftT^=RTT) 

—— 

4 5 — 

— 

’■•71 iT^TT^r^, 

•jf tV, 

fTr^ iw 

(fifirwy) 

— ,^fg-— 
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13 3 4 5 


46. 

(TfimFf) 

47. —-T^»r— 126—(sT. } 


48. —?T?T- 


1 52 — 


t9. — 


—?rt^- 


50, — 


51. —rtr- 


1 54—iTwn^ft 

155— 


52. —rrt*r- 


—— 


53, —— 


— 


54. —— 156— 


5 5. —’rt^- 


— 


56. 




158— 


57 


, — 




»4t ^ft. T=8TfTETriTl, 

<p f%fIiT71T 

fjITTT (JTfWTTS) 

«fr ift 3/237 

jftArWr Iw (tTft?TTT^) 

«ft IRT. ^rf«l%3TT 11 
2 TTTff^n^ ^351:, 

(dPi'Jf'iTs) 

^ FR. ?r®n 7 n^ 98 i. 

anr. grnt, 

fSTTT (dOETHW) 

^ tl^T. 51 ? VIHWF, 

ftn i m ' <nTH q^, 

Hd i^ r r a f nr^fP (iTfBWFTT) 
srrr. ttttPt, qw TTBTWiJfr, 
f^qqrnpqr q^ (qrar) 

(?rfqpRT¥) 

«fr "ft. srqrrsr, ^ ’fjpmfl;, 
^ apqx'TT qrar 'pfPw’arif 
^ •f^mrt iTT^, R^ ti mhO 
fsr^rr (riRnni*) 
sft 'ft. tTJrrfwi, 

5 ^ q^rrfqqrqt,'ft^sfTTq^ 
crfwi^, JTTpqnf ^myp, 
fr^Rnqp^ ftm () 
«fr qT. q^nfwqift, 

^ffq qtP 2 ^, qfefT 
RwRrrq?^ ftprr (f?rfqw») 

‘qf aiTT 

q^qftftqqqpqq q*!^, 

fq^Rciq^^fl Rttt 

(qfTT^rrr?) 

qt. 4 ;. 3r?TT’jqpft, 

^prqi^nijl ’tr'T qtp^, 

Tjfqft TFTiP, fqV'Rl.rqiFfn 
fiPTr (tiR' 1 ' 11 ^) 

aft qq. tt^t, 

'ji? jaTF^^fqnfr, 2 - 5 n^qT "ftr, 
ijiftft, fiT^fqTTqiqft 

fwi 


ift %qr 1 


—qjq— 




—. 


—^rfq-— 


—— 




—qtq— 


—?r^— 


afk Rfqanr wq t 
fwr i 


q^ii ’4) wrfkM q^ 1 


—qtq— 


qrqqrqq, Trqrqrqq, qqq tt 
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[wrTT—’cT? 3(iii)] 

1 2 

5S- ■’TTTf Iff 

(irfJT'W?) 

sc,. —Tfo— 

GO — 

1 . —— 

G 2. — 

6 3. —— 

6 4. — 

6.5-Ttf— 

66 . —— 

6 7 , —— 

68 . —— 

6 9. —— 


^P^TT^Ttt'T^ 'E’T’V ^ 1 'IRR/fTR 1 <1, 1 ‘>07 


.3 


4 


1 .s8--q;fi{7^i' 


1 s 9—Tr^JT.ft 


—— 


1 6 0—T"J-r^^T (3T . 
ITT.) 


—— 


1 63—3fr?^mT)T 


—— 


-— 


164—Tr'T^T^^TT 


16.6—>5frTTnT 


1 6 6—fFTKi^riT^jf r-1 


—?r^— 


ttjttt, ':rrT ^'iirT^^rnf, 

2 6, -JT ^^TT, iiqqT'TTTr q-'t^T:, 

"iir^'ii!r jqT'^TqT, 
ffT’^frSTTT^^ 

>>^1 TTq- ^-rr>^TTfT, I'T q^roTJT'TFr, 

T'Tt:?:, FTT^JTfT "TT^T^T, 
fTTirf^Tirp^f fUT^ 

q'r tttt. or, oriTTonro-. 

%■. Of^^TTlt 6T^, 
fviirii^iiT?? ifiJT. ^^n^r 

■D O O 

fO’^f^O’T'Fsff fTT'Or (ofo^OTI) 
m ottoot, 

sT'^nT'roTr, ot'W, 

fO’^N-OT^TF^Tr (ok^6T|) 

m OTI JifniTfO, 

■p- ^=TT^«T, 10 ^rt ort, 

Tot^'Ot f7T<rf^TTT^^r fsT^ 

'9 

(ofo^OTT) 

*4f ^ipfrwr^T, 

WT. JTPriTO^TfT, 

^erfTTiTfToJ^f' 

621 80.5, ■JTOOO'qTT TTWT, 

»* ' 

ffTs-f^no?^ fjprr (^fo^TT) 

•sfr flTirrf, 

i<^ T,. rq-^’^T^T, 

(^TTOr) fTTFTSfr, 

fa'’^fVoT'F5ft fsrrr (ofo^or?) 

«ff T^. TpT. Ti.irrriTroo^ii, foftrro 

'5^ tflfTOEfo, frr’^'or'^T; 

(TTT’q^T) T'TOTrWr (^TTor) 

'inf^TS^T TTT^^^, 
fo'^f'ono^'fr fTT^rr (^fo^rT) 

=0T OT. '5'?rrii, fpr^lT^l, ^1 

1-0, ff3r*rpT-«TrjTJT ^oootNot, 

4l3?'4t ( iTf^^OT^ ) 

ssfr or. OTfoT^, 
l/o OTO Tfl'a;, ipnorlrTTOiT 
foT^ortoTto^ fo'^t' (ofo^T^) 
sfr. 

21. *WTTf5 q^OTOOi-FT. 
fqjfforr'T^TfF 1 (rTfqspTTT) 

Ft FT7. TWrirf’JT, 3TT-44, 

Frrrfoqio i^rj, otst, 

TfrOTOiF, 

fq»^^rT?FT-8 (TTfoTTOT^,) 


.5 

ojo '41 fiTi orfoTFr 

q?rr f^qr 


4 

—qr.f— 


—FT^'O— 


—OTO— 


—0?^— 


— O'lo— 


—— 


TF O '4^7 oorq 47 

qrf'S'F o^r f%qT I 


^T qrftro ^ i 

—qqq— 


—otsf— 


—oiir— 
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,70- f^ar^r ErvTi 
^rrarcir 
(oItupTit) 

1 6 7—11 

tfr fr. 7-^7, 

fF'nT«rT sftftin:, 

fo^f^TTFEEfr-S (ofFEPiTT) 

vri f1 

%FrT FrfeF" F^ f^FT 1 

71. —— 

—— 

isfl’ TT^'. tTf, 10-?^ 5^73:, 

•J^TT, fiTFfF3rF^r-17 (om^nT^) 


-'.FF— 

7 2. —— 

— — 

er’r PF. %. ttimfitf, 1 . 6 / 21 , 

nlF ifTTFSTT r5!3, y-ijr, 
f^Ff^F6F."i7 (fTfwrr^) 

t^FFF 

FF F sffF FFF FT 
FTfFfF FFt fFTFT FFT 1 

7 3. —FTW— 

168—f*r¥^ijrE^ 

>£fi' %. fFWi5«rPT, 

33, Efirf JPUftFl, fFFFETTfK, 
r?J«fFTrF6Ef>’-l 3 

F7t| Ft %igT FTfferF F^ FT 1 

74. -- 

-- 

. fTiFnii;, 8 0-F, 

FfFTffr, 

fcIFf^TPl^Ef'" 1 5 ( ETfW-TT^) 


—FFF— 

75. —— 

169—(sr, 

5fr.) 

"U . EFIF FTFm, fFFWr Fte 

fe3:4:ufr 

f^r (dFEPTTfJ 


—F^F— 

76. —— 

1 71—FJTF 

TT. Tirifft^FTF, 

fFFlTFFFrFTE, FFFF^ Ft. STT., 

ftrFr FrTuft^ (oft'FFrr) 


— fIf— 

77. —— 

172—f^2T^ 

«ft TtFr FFFF, Jp/EtrFfF, 

(ttiF^Fr^) 


—f5f— 

78. —— 

17.3—nf^ETlT {^. 

571. ) 

«fr . ^TERKT^, fTFT 
^rFFFF, ittt, FrfFFF Fte 
Ff-FFF ?7r7TT, Kcurifs: f^En 

(oiFvTnTf ) 


—FFF— 

79. —— 

1 7,5— 

'FT %. 22,-Ht^Z, 

3rF^7TTrt^3$, 

FUTfFT /%?Tr (cTlFF-Ft?) 


— F^ — 

8 0. —— 

18 2—f'lnN'rn^' 

>sf,- sfr. FFFf'T, TF rtT, 
I£TIVFTTI7 FJv; 'i-(F:4T3rp:iFT3 
FfFT, 

(FiFFFI'^) 


—FFF— 

8 1. —— 

18 4— 

>ir n;^. 

Wb^F fTOTF E^3, 

FrF;T, 

FTFTFT ftr^TT (rrPTFFlF) 


—FiF— 

3 2. —T-rr— 

18 7— 

s^r ^7. rr. aifTFF EFIF., 

■JF F-FFTEFTF^’ ’FfWFU, 

■ F. 36 F^ F7TTFTC>FTt 
cjX fT^F7TFF fFTFTFRTTC 
(FrFFFTT) 


—F5F'— 

83- —=7^^— 

21 0- 

’F/’ T. nTy_ ftFIEFFTT, 
TTFFIFTF, fFEirfFf FF 
fr,"FFFrF fFFr (FiFFFTF) 


—FFF— 




[life's 3 (iii)] 

1 2 
84 . W 

(?rft[^?Tr|) 

8 5 . — 


8 6. —cTI^— 


8 7. —— 


8 8 . —— 

8 9. —— 


90. —— 


91. —- 


92 . — 


9 3. —cTI^— 

9 4. —— 


«4n.^4rTTr3r4^:'lT^^r&3, 19S6/m" 19, 1907 
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3 


212 —ssjf q-i, g-iiTfTfjj, 

Stl—.v 

*3 fir^^ wpm ^€-z, 

MWT (cfi'iTW^rf!) 

213—F5T'Tq','7iT-.-Tqfr?i3 mi. i5WfJrfTif1^.ifrT-fnif, 

(sr. 311, ) 'pf f 

#JVTTf^T7TsriT rl5|5T, 
214-'-^ra%^T—-fl-Tp; ST' viET. 52, 


(ST. 711 ) 




EPTf ifr 'm: ^oftFr ‘itf ftisfr i 


Tq'/grfs; T-r-r .if 


2 2 0 —^ 


-r fjTfif q-3; 
nfi ( 


loTi I'f.' -5r<ari- V?."iiT I 


^iJW'flUTT ^s:^, . 

■C> r . ' 

tisi'iir (ci'f^''5f*l'ifj) 

!if ' 3rr.‘ 93, Wf, 

ip?TWrW?mt qT?2:, : 
ai'^, 

(nrJTJrfTsf) 
m 'T>. 3fi?i7'irtr, frcsr^ 11 

fsfnl 


-If 4:^“ 




222 --?TiiT'T?f'<V 

<s 



2 23-Tr9T^ 



—fft^— 


229—irrwT'iiT 


«rrTr5WT?rr?iT!T 

urn sfr^rrai'snr, 

{■•CrUT) 

%?Tr (crf^TT^rl) 

«if 11. 

srart^TTfir^V "fFs, TfTfrir^vT 
of'^, fsr^ri 

(crfiT^ririf) 

'A'\^, ^?'.?r’577:, 

1%^17Till’ f^?rr 

'ifr ?r. fjTiT 
7 3 

sT'It:??? w, 
fw (nfiriT^lff) 

>sfi' ’I?!.. ?f2?p|''i %cr?-, 

ftr?rr (aiiTiT4ri) 
i:?r. 

-f 25-62 3T«TiTftn^?rif 

7t^, 

spKrrfTrrc'r ferr (irfiriTirrf) 






—— 
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1 2 3 

9 5. f^STTT TT 2 34—[T 


4 5 

fjf\ IT, ST. 1.5— 1 E, '-fri' ^Tsgr srif^irsT sr^ f^riTT i 

TTfsT[=TTfpTfT^(i T('^, 

^TirrfsiTT^'i 

f^riTT (tCtt-ttii) 

[a. 7tl/Tm^TTT/b’6( 1-95)J 


O.N. 6.—WJicieiis the I'lcclicm Cortifnis.siDn is stilislicd 
IhnI each of the contesting ctnididales spedhed in column (4) 
of the T uhle below at the eleelion to the House ol the People/ 
legislative Assembly as specified in column (2) and held 
front the constituency specified in column i.l) tmainsl his 
name has failed to lodge any accounl of his election expenses 
within the time and in the manner as ihown in column (5) 
ol ihe said Table as leguired by the Represenlanon of the 
People Act, I9,S1 and the Rulet made thereunder; 

Aud, whereas, the said candidates have either not furnished 
any rea.son or explanation for the said failure even after the 


due notice or the Kleclioii Commission, after considerinc the 
lepicsenlalion made by them, if any, is salisfied that they have 
no good reason or justification for the said failure; 

Now, ihcrefoie. in pursuance of .section lOA of the said 
Act, the flection Commission hereby declares tbc persons 
specified in column (4) of the Table below to be disqualified 
for being chosen as, and for being a member of eilher House 
of the Pai'liamciu or of the Legislative Assembly or Legis¬ 
lative Council of a State foi a period of 3 years from the 
date of this Order : — 


TABLE 


S. Particulars of election S. No. and nanie of Name of coniesting candidate Reason for 

No. constituency , disqualifi cation 


4 5 



I. General Election to the 6. Arakkonani 
House of the People 
[Tamil Nadu). 


-do- 


1 S. Nilgiris 


3. -do- 


-do- 


4. -do- 


-do- 


5. -do- 


27. Tiruchirapallt. 


Shri .M.D. Kalynnasundaram, 
Mosur Village and Post. 
Arakkonam Taluk, 

North Aroot District 
(Tamil Nadu). 

Shri V. Subfamani, 

25 V.P. .Street, 

Coonoor-2. 

Nilgiris District 
(Tamil Nadu). 

Shri S.A..I. Selvara], 

1 /'353 Jothipuram, 
Coimbatore-641 047 
(Tamil Nadu). 

Shri K. Devappan, 

57 E Amiamalai Street. 
Karamadai-641104 
(Tamil Nadu). 

Shri D. Manuel Raj Kumar, 
S/o S.C. Duraisamy. 

30-2 Vadukku, 
Dhorowpathiasman Koil 
Street. 

Tiriiclnrapalli-J 7 
(Tamil Nadu). 


Account not lodged in 
the manner. 


Account not lodged at 
all. 


-do- 


-do- 


-do- 
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6. General Election to the 
Legislative Assembly 
(Tamil Nadu). 

1. Royapuram 

Shri Asaithambi Pandian, 
A.V.P. alias Soundara 

Pandian, A., 

10-Village Road, 
Niimgambakkam 
Madras-600034. 

Accomit not lodged at 
all 

7. -do- 

-do- 

Shri K. Sumpathraj, 

41, Thambu Chetty Lane. 
Royapuram. 

Madras-60001 3. 

-do- 

8. 'do' 

-do- 

Shri C. Elumalai, 

No. 2, Somu Clictty Street. 

3rd l.anc. Royapuram, 
Madras-60001 3. 

-do- 

9. -do- 

3—Dr. Radhakrishnan 
Nagar. 

Shri N. Asokan, 

139, Solaiappan Street. 
Madras-21. 

-do- 

10. -do- 

-do- 

Shri R. Gandhi, 

10, Main Road, 

Nehru Nagar, 

Ennorc Road, 

Tondiarpet. 

Madras-21. 

-do- 

11. -do- 

4. Park Town 

Shri Murali, K, 

1 93, Vellala Street, 
Parusawalkam, 

Madras-84. 

-do- 

12. -do- 

-do- 

Shri M.S. Maui. 

83, Cross Street. 

Madias-39. 

-do- 

13. -do- 

-do- 

Shri Mohamed Bilal, 

30, Astabujam Road, 

Choolai, 

Madras-11 2. 

Aecount not lodged 
within time and 

manner. 

14. General Election to the 

I cgislative Assembly 
(Tamil Nadu) 

5. Permabur (SC) 

Shri K. Anandaraj, 

36, V.O.C. Nagar, 

3rd Street. 

Dr. Ambedkar College Road, 
Madras-] 2. 

Account not lodged at 
all. 

1 

o 

r 

-do- 

Shri P. Sankaralingam. 

1 9, Sadagopa AKvar 

Street, 

Magacinapuram, 

VyasarjDadi. 

Madras-39. 

-do- 

16. -do- 

6. Pttrasawalkara 

Snit. S. Selvamary, 

20, Nambulier Street, 

Madras-1. 

Account not lodged 
within time and manner. 

17. -do. 

-do- 

Shri T. Munirathinam, 

4, Subbaraya Chetty, 

4lh Street, 

Account not lodged at 
all. 
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1 8. General Election to the 
Legislative Assembly 
(Tamil Nadu). 


19 . 


-do- 


20 . 


-do- 


7. Egmore (SC) 


1. Chepauk 


'do- 


2nd Lane (continued), 
Nammalwarpet, 

Madras 12. 

Sliri V. Ponniah, 

21, Sarangapani Street, 
G.R. Kuttai, 

T. Nagar, 

Madras-17. 

Shri M. Radhakrishna, 

22, Pachaiappa, 

Chetty Street, 

Anna Salai, 

Madias-2. 

Shri U. Sliantilal Katariya, 
67A, Triplicane Eligh Road, 
Triplicane. Madras'5. 


Accountant not lodged 
at all 


-do- 


-do- 


21. -do- 19. Alandur 


22. 'do* 34. Ranipet 


li. -do- 


-do- 


24. -do- 47. Anaicut ' 


25. -do- 48, Vellore 


26. -do- 


54. Gingee 


Shri E.R.A. Chandramohan, 
No. 1 2, Contonment 
Complex, 

Santhai Road. 

Madras-600043. 

Shri P. Deenadayalan, 

S/o Padmanaban. 

No. 29, Vcttrilaikarar 
Street, Wallajahpet, 

North Arcot District 
(Tamil Nadu). 

Shri M, Abdul Gaffoor, 

S/o Abdul Samath, 

USB, Vellore 
Arcot Road, 

Melvisharam. 

North Arcot District 
(Tamil Nadu) 

Shri M. Duraiswamy, 

47, Dlialapiity Krishnasamy 
Street. Palliconda, 

Vellore Taluk, 

North Arcot District 
(Tamil Nadu). 

Shri P, Subramani, 

No. 4. Sheriff Ali Subedhar 
Street. Vellore North 
Arcot, District 
(Tamil Nadu). 


Account not lodged 
within the time and 
manner. 


Account not lodged at 
all. 


Account not lodged 
within time and 
maimer. 


Account not lodged in 
the manner. 


-do- 


Shri K. Venugopal, Account not lodged at 

S/o Kuppan,' all, 

Thennampoondi Village, 

Kunnapakkam Post, 

Tindivanam Taluk, 

South Arcot District 
(Tamil Nadu). 



[%TWlI— JT? 3(iii)] 
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27. General Election to the 
Legislative Assembly, 
(Tamil Nadn). 

58. Villnpuram 

Shri V. Martbandan, 

S/o Veerappan, 

16, Goindaraja-penimal 

Street, 

Villnpuram. 

South Arcot District 
(Tamil bladu). 

Account not lodged at 
all. 

28. -do- 

60. Tliirunavalur 

Shri L. Arumugam. 
Karuveppilampalayam 
Madapattu Post, 

Ulundurpel Taluk, 

South Arcot District 
(Tamil Nadu). 

-do- 

29. -do- 

62. Ncllikuppam 

Shri Rajasekaran, 
Kcelkavarapattu Post, 

Panruti Taluk, 

South Arcot District 
(TamiTNadu). 

-do- 

1 

o 

J 

o 

91. Panamarathupatty 

Shri K. Ramasamy, 
Adidravidar Street, 
Ram'Nagar, 

Ayodiyapattinam Post, 

Salem-14 
(Tamil Nadu). 

-do- 

31- -do- 

103. Thondamuthur 

Shri N. Anthony Kittan, 

3/5, Muthipalayam, 
Thondamuthur Post, 
Coimbatore, 

(Tamil Nadu), 

-do- 

32. -do- 

-do- 

Shri K.P. Ethiraj, 

4-5, Alamclu 

Mangammal Layout-1, 

Street No. 2, 

Puliakulam, 

Coimbato rc, 

(Tamil Nadu), 

-do- 

33. -do- 

-do- 

Shri T.N. George, 

5/6, Muthipalayam, 
Thondamuthur Post, 
Coimbatore 
(Tamil Nadu). 

-do- 

34. -do- 

105—Coimbatore (West) 

Shri V.A. Ponnusamy Asari, 
39/7, Chellappan Lane, 
Coimbatore-1 
(Tamil Nadu). 

-do- 

35. -do- 

106.—Coimbatore (East) 

Shri N. Sundareswaran, 

119, Daffadar Street, 

Kattoor, 

Coimbatore, 

(Tamil Nadu). 

-do- 

36. -do- 

-do- 

Shri R.A. Subbian, 

77. Rangaraj Layout, 

New Sidhapudur, 

Coimbatore, 

(Tamil Nadu). 

-do- 
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37. General Election to the 
Legislative Assembly 
(Tamil Nadu). 


38. -do- 


39. -do- 


40. -do- 


41. -Jo- 


42, -do- 


43. -Jo- 


44, -do- 


106, Coimbatore (East) 


107—Perur 


-do- 


111. (Jdumalpet 


114. Pongalur 


115. Palladam 


-do- 


116. Tiruppur 


Shri A, Jayachandian, 

13, Sowripalnyam Road, 
Periyar Nagar, 
Pnliakulam, 

Coimbatore, 

(Tamil Nadu). 

Shri M.A. Kandaswami 
Goundcr, 

Kizhakkal Thottam, 
Malumichampatty Post. 
Coimbalore-641021 
(Tamil Nadu). 

Shri N. Devadass, 

9-B, Palmadam, 

Perur, 

Coimbatore-10 
(Tamil Nadu), 

Shri S. Basheer Ahamcd, 

II Ward, 

Komaralingam P.O.. 
Lldiimalpet Taluk, 
Coimbatore District. 
(Tamil Nadu), 

Shri S. Govindaswamy. 
S/o Subbu Goundcr. 
Shiniiaman ickenpalay am, 
J. Krishnapuram (Post) 
Kothanur (Via) 

Palladam Taluk. 

Pin Code No. 638671 
Coimbatore District 
(Tamil Nadu), 

Shri P.A. Krishnamoorthy, 
S'o Arunachala Goundcr, 
14, Chennimalai 
Gounder Street, 

Ward No. 0, 
Panappalayam, 

Palladam, 

Coimbatore District, 

(Tamil Nadu). 

Shri K.C, Ramasami, 

S/o Chennimalai Goundcr, 
Pallakaduthottam, 
Karanampettai P.O,. 
Kangayampalayam (Via), 
Coimbatore District 
(Tamil Nadu). 

Shri L. Kandasamy, 

Sjo L. Lingappan, 

32, S.V. Colony, 

P.N. Road. 

Tirupur-2, 

Coimbatore District, 

(Tamil Nadu). 


Account not lodged at all. 


-do- 


-do- 


-do- 


-do- 


-do- 


-do- 


-do- 
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45. Gk;noraI EL'otion to the 116. Tiruppur 
Legislative Assembly 
(Tamil Nadu). 


46. -do- 


-do- 


47. -do- 126. Coonoor (SC) 


48. -do- 152. Karar 


49. -do- 


-do- 


50. -do- 154. Marungapuri 


51. -do- 


155. Kulithalai 


52. -do- 


-do- 


53. -do- 


-do- 


Shri N. Natarajan, 

S/o P. Nachimuthu 
Gounder, 

1-Aranmanaipudur 2nd 
Street, 

Tirupur, 

Coimbatore District, 
(Tamil Nadu). 

Shri C. Palanisamy, 

S/o Chinnia Go under, 
Muiugampalayam, 
Iduvampalayam Post, 
Tirupur, 

Coimbatore District, 
(Tamil Nadu). 

Shri L. Kc mali, 

3/327 Erisbetta Colony, 
Milidane P.O., 

Kotagiri Taluk, 

Nilgiris District, 

(Tamil Nadu). 

Shri S. Karthikeyan, 
IID, 2nd Street, 
Rajalingapuram, 

Karur, 

District, Tiruchirapalli, 
(Tamil Nadu). 

Shri M. Santhanam, 

98, E.V.R. Salai, 

Karur, Tiruchirapalli 
District (Tamil Nadu). 
Shri S. John Joseph, 

S/o Santhiyagu, 
Chidambar athanpatti 
Post, 

Manapparai Taluk, 
(Tamil Nadu). 

Shri R. Rannavi, 

S/o Ramasami, 
Kunnakavandan Patti, 
(Via) Manapparai, 
Kulithalai Taluk, 
Tiruchirapalli District, 
(Tamil Nadu). 

Shri P. Dharmaraj, 

S/o Ponusami, 

Inam Alathur (Via) 
Inpgamalai, 

Kulithalai Taluk, 
Tiruchirapalli District, 
(Tamil Nadu). 

Shri P. Rajalingam, 

S/o Palaniyandi, 
Poduvarpatti K. 


Account not lodged at 
all. 


-do- 


-do- 


-do- 



-do- 


-do- 


-do- 


-do- 
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Periyapatti Post, 

Account not lodged 



Manapparai Taluk, 
Tiruchirapalli District, 

(Tamil Nadu). 

at ail. 

54. General Election to the 

156. Thottiam 

Slid P. Palaniyan ii, 

-Jo- 

Legislative Assembly. 


S/o Pcrumal, 


(Tamil Nadu). 


Scrukudi Post, 

Musiri Taluk, 

Tiruchirapalli District, 

(Tamil Nadu). 


55. -do- 

-do- 

Shri R. Thangavel, 

Account not lodged within 



S/o Raniaaathan, 
Nadukodiampalayam, 
Mannamedu Post, 

Musiri Taluk, 

Tiruchirapalli District, 

(Tamil Nadu). 

the time andmannor. 

1 

o 

1 

158. Musiri 

Shri K. Alagumani, 

Account not lodged at 



S/o Karunakaran, 

Perur Post, Musiri Taluk, 
Tiruchirapalli District, 

(Tamil Nadu). 

all. 

57. -do- 

-do- 

Shri K.M. Raju, 

S/o Kulandaisamy, 

2, Turaiyur Road, 

Street, Musiri, 

Tiruchirapalli District, 

(Tamil Nadu), 

-do- 

58. -do- 

-do- 

Shri R. Lakshmanan, 

S/o Rengasamy, 

26, New Street, 
Samayapuram Post, 

Lalgudi Taluk, 

Tiruchirapalli District, 

(Tamil Nadu). 

-do- 

59. -do- 

159. Lalgudi 

Sliri S. Kandasamy, 

S/o S. Sengamalam, 

Ambai Talkies Street, 

Second Colony, 

Kullakurichi Post, 

Lalgudi Taluk, 

Tiruchirapalli District 
(Tamil Nadu). 

-do- 

60. -do- 

-do- 

Shri S.P. Nagarajan, 

S/o S.K. Periasami Nadar, 
Thirumanamedu Post, 
Lalgudi Taluk 

Tiruchirapalli District. 

(Tamil Nadu). 

-do- 

61. -do- 

1 60. Perambalur (SC) Sliri N. Srinivasan, 

-do- 



S/o Narayanan, 
Annamangalam, 

Perambalur Taluk, 
Tiruchirapalli District, 

(Tamil Nadu). 
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62. General Election to the 
Legislative Assembly 
(Tamil Nadu). 


Pe ambalur 
(SC) 


63. -do- 


163. Andimadam 


64. -do- 


-do- 


65. 


-do- 


-do- 


66 . 


-do- 


164. Jayankondam 


67. -do- 


165. Srirangam 


68 . 


-do- 


166. Tiruchirapa11i-I. 


69. -do- 


-do- 


70. -do- 


1 67. Tiruchirapalli-II. 


Shri S. Subramanian, 

S/o Sellamutliu, 

10th Ward, Perambalur, 
Tiruchirapalli District 
(Tamil Nadu). 

Shri M. Antonisamy, 

S/o V.S. Mariyanathan, 
East Street, 

Varadharajanpettai-621 805, 
Udayarpalayam Taluk, 
Tiruchirapalli District 
(Tamil Nadu). 

Shri Natesan Solai, 

S/o A. Solaimuthu, 
Siluppanur, Mathur (Via) 
Udayarpalayam Taluk, 
Tiruchirapalli District 
(Tamil Nadu). 

Shri S.M. Rajamanickam, 
S/o Mattaiyan, 
Sirukalathur (P.O.), 
Ponparappi (Via) 

Ariyalur Taluk, 
Tiruchirapalli District 
(Tamil Nadu). 

Shri P. Anbarasan, 

S/o M. Perumal, 

1 -A, Kunjithapathapuram, 
Jayankondam, 
Tiruchirapalli District 
(Tamil Nadu). 

Shri P.S. Govindan, 

1 / A, North Street, 

Melakondayampcttai, 

Thiruvanaikoil, 

Tiruchy. (Tamil Nadu). 
Shri G. Inbasekaran, 

21, Sckkadi Street, 
Palakkarai, 

Tiruchirapalli-1 
(Tamil Nadu). 

Shri R. Subramani, 

0-44, Bharathiar Street, 
Western Side, 

Jeevanagar, 

Tjruchirapalli-8, 

(Tamil Nadu). 

Shri P, Balu, 

7~B, Minnappan Street, 
Woriyur, 

Tiruchirapalli-3, 

(Tamil Nadu). 


Account not to lodged 
at all. 


-do- 


-do- 


Account not lodged 
within time and man¬ 
ner. 


Account not lodged at 
all. 


-do- 


-do- 


-do- 


-do- 
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71. General Election to the 

167. Tiruchirapalli-II 

Shri N. Ravi, 

Account not lodged 

Legislative Assembly 
(Tamil Nadu). 


10, New Street, 

Puthur, 

Tirchirapalli-17. 

(Tamil Nadu). 

at all, 

72. -do- 

-do- 

Shri M.K. Shanmugam, 

15/21, North Muthuraja, 

Street Puthur, 

Tiruchirapalli-17, 

(Tamil Nadu). 

Account not lodged 
within time and man¬ 
ner. 

73. -do- 

168. Thiruverambur 

Shri K. Chitraputhran, 

33, Burma Colony, 
Thiruverambur, 

Tiruchirapalli-13. 

Account not lodged at 
all. 

74. -do- 

-do- 

Shri S. Rethinam 

80-A, Rayuthanmedu, 
Thavakudi, 

Tiruchirapalli-15. 

(Tamil Nadu). 

-do- 

75. -do- 

169. Sirkali (SC) 

Shri S. Saminathan, 

Thiruvali Post, 

Sirkali Taluk, 

Thanavur District 
(Tamil Nadu), 

-do- 

76. -do- 

171. Mayuram 

Shri A. Santhosham, 

Valakku Theru, 
Virudanganallur, 

Manalmedu P.O., 

Mayila duturai Taluk, 

District Thanjavur, 

Tamil Nadu). 

-do- 

77. -do- 

172. Kuttalam 

Shri Ram a Sarapath, 
Kcclaveli, Kuttalam, 

(Post), District, 

(Thanjavur (Tamil Nadu). 

-do- 

78. -do- 

173. Nannilam (SC) 

Shri N. Selvarasu, 

River Bank Street, 
Koolamangalam, 

M. Nannilam Post, 

Nannilam Taluk, 

Thanjavur District, 

(Tamil Nadu). 

-do- 

79. -do- 

175. Nagapattinam 

Shri K. Kannabiran, 

22. Nadu Street, 
Akkaraipettai, 

Thanjavur District, 

(Tamil Nadu). 

-do- 

80. -do- 

) 8?. Thiruvonam 

Shri V. Thcnmani, 

Main Road, Uranipuram, 
and Post, Orathanad, 

Taluk, Thanjavur District 
(Tamil Nadu). 

-do- 

81. -do- 

184. Thiruvaiyaru 

Shri S. Joseph, 

Christian Harijan Street, 
Karuppur, Thiruvaiyaru 
Taluk, Thanjavur District 
(Tamil Nadu). 

-do- 
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82. General Election to the 
Legislative Assembly, 
(Tamil Nadu) 

187. Kumbakonam 

Shri K.A. Alagarsamy, 

.S/o Alagarsami Chettair, 

No. 36 C, Karnakollai 

East Street, 

Kumbakonam, 

District Thanjavur, 

(Tamil Nadu), 

Account not lodged at 
all. 

83. -do- 

210. Vilathikulam 

Shri K.S. Kandasamy, 
Kamalapuram, 

Vilathikulam Post, 

Tirunelveli District 
(Tamil Nadu). 

-do- 

1 

o 

1 

00 

212. Koilpatti 

Shri P. Seenirasu, 

S/o Perumalsamy, 

59A, Kathiresan, 

Koil Street, 

Koilpatti, 

Tirunelveli District, 

(Tamil Nadu). 

-do- 

85, -do- 

213. Sankaranayanarkoil 
(SC). 

Selvi I. Ulagamaniammal, 
D/o Ignnasimuthu, 
Rangasamudram, 
Keelaneelithanallur, 

P.O. Sankaranayanarkoil 
Taluk. 

Tirunelveli District 
(Tamil Nadu). 

Account not lodged with¬ 
in the time and man¬ 
ner. 

86. -do- 

214. Vasudevanallur 
(SC) 

Shri S. Muthiah, 

52, Pallikooda Street, 
Sivagiri, 

Tirunelveli District 
(Tamil Nadu). 

Account not lodged at all. 

87. -do- 

-do- 

Shri V. Vijayan, 

93, C. Kuvalaikannai Post, 
Sankarankoil Taluk, 
Tirunelveli District 
(Tamil Nadu). 

-do- 

88* -do- 

220. Cheranmahadcvi 

Shri P. Arumugam, 

Harijan II Street, 

Vadakku Karukurithi, 
Tirunelveli District 
(Tamil Nadu). 

-do- 

89. -do- 

222. Nanguncri 

Shri S. Thangapandian, 
Naduchalaipudur Village 
and Post, (Via), 

Mavadi, District 

Tirunelveli (Tamil Nadu). 

Account not lodged at all. 

90. -do- 

-do- 

Shri A, Pichai, 
Kadambankulam, 
Moolaikaraipatti Post, 
Nanguneri Taluk, 

Tirunelveli District 
(Tamil Nadu). 

-do- 
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91. 

232 N .it;unari 

223. Radhapuram 

Shri Chithirai Chezhian M, 
Alias Ncllai Chczhallan 
(Amaichukoil Therku, 
Valliyoor, 

Tirunelveli District 
(Tamil Nadu). 

Accr.unt n7t l_dgi.d 
at all 

9.7. 

-do- 

do— 

Shri T. Ramasamy, 

73, Sivagnanapuram, 
Varaikulam, 

Tirunelveli District 
(Tamil Nadu), 

-do- 

93. 

-do- 

-do- 

Shri S. Lakshmana Thevar, 
East Street, Pazhavoor, 
Tirunelveli District, 

(Tamil Nadu). 

-do- 

94. 

-do- 

229. Nagercoil 

Shri S. Devathasan, 

No. 25-62, Ammandivilai, 
Muttom Road, 

Ammandivilai Post, 
Kanniyakumari, 

District (Tamil Nadu). 

-do- 

95. 

-do- 

234. Killiyoor 

Shri A. Thankian, 

No. 15-lA, 

-do- 


Malachankottuvilai, 

Voedu, 

Ironipuram P.O. 

Katmiyakuinari District 
(Tamil Nadu). 

[No. 76/TN/86 (1-95)] 


^ 8 19 36 

3fT. W, 7.-- 195J 

(1951 43) ^"r WTr loe T 

iffirflT TI zrrf^r l os 5 ^ f l F 

rqrqTpr^r, tpr?5^ '6T 1 4 N'T^, 1 9-3 5 ^FT 

ir^TfirRt ^Tar t i 

[a. 8 2/^r^ -^t^r/i/ss] 
?Tr. pTT, Tta, tti’aa 

New Delhi, the 8th January, 1986 

O.N. 7.—Tn pursuance of section 106 of the Representa¬ 
tion of the People Act 1951 (43 of 1951), the Election Com¬ 
mission hereby ptiblishe.s the judgment of the High Court 
of Kerala at Emakulam dated 14 August, 1985 in Election 
Petition No. I of 1985. 


IN THE HIGH COURT OF KERALA AT ERNAKULAM 
PRESENT ; 

The Honourable Justice K. P. Radhakrishna Menon 
Wednesday the 14th August 1985|23rd Sravana 1907 

Election Petition No. 1|S5 

PETITIONERS ; 

N. Sukumaran. S|o Narayanan, Neduthara House, 
Vannala P.O. Cochin-25. 

By Advocate M/s. P. Kesavan Nair and N. Balakrishnan 
Plllai. 

Respondents : 

1. K. V. Thomas, Kuruppasseryvccdu, Kumbalanghy, 

Cochin-7. 

2. *** Returning Officer, No. 11 Ernakulara Parllamen- 

laiy Constituency & District Collector, Emakulam, 
Colleetorate, Trikkakara, Erriakulam. 

3. Assistant Returning Officer, No, 11 Emakulam 
Parliamentary Constituency & Deputy Collector, 
Emakulam, Colleetorate, Trikkakara, Emakulam. 
***Respondents 2 and 3 are deleted from the party 
array as per order dated 3-4-85 in CMP. 7495/85. 

By Advocates M/s, George Varghese Kannanthanam, 
P, C. Jeseph Pazheparambil, P. Jojo Bernard, 
Kurien George Kannanthanam, Manimen George 
Kannanthamam for R1 and Advocate General for 
R2 and 3, 
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This Election Petition having bccji hnally lici.rd on 16-7-S5 
the court on 14-B-85 delivered the followirig -- 

} UDGEMENT 

A petition under Sections SO, 81, 82, 83 and 100 read with 
Section 117 ol ihe Rcpret.entalion of the Peoples Ait iCcn- 
Iral Act 4,-j of 1931) (hereinafter icfcrred to its the 
Act) for a declaration that the election of the respondent 
from "No/ll, Paliamcntaiy Constituency” is void on the 
grounds of improper rejection of the pel tioner's nomination 
as also of t!;e cuirupi practice, committed b\ the respondent. 

2. The petitioner filed his nomination on 2.3-ll'19t!4 before 
the Assistant Returning Officer (for short the A.R.C.). On 
28-11-1984, the date fixed for scrutiny, the Jieturning Officer 
in th,: com sc of the scrutiny found that the petitioner had 
not made and subscribed to the oath of affiimmion accord¬ 
ing to the form set out for the purpose in the Illrd Sehed fie 
to the Constitution as provided for under Article 84 (b) of 
the Constitution of India. The Returning OfPicci conse¬ 
quently rejected h's nominatjon. 

3. The petitioner submits that on the date fixed fur scru¬ 
tiny, that is, 28-11-1984 the Returning Ofllcer ought to have 
permitted him to take the oath and inasmuch as he refused the 
permission, the rejection of the nomination is liable to be 
declared bad in law . 

4. Yet another ground on which the pelitioner rests his 
petition is the cormpt practice said to have been comittecl 
by the respondent. The facts pleaded in this regard, briefly 
stated, arc : The Congress (I) party has caused the Govern¬ 
ment of Kerala to divert huge amounts from the c.xcbequer 
for payment In the form of pension to “Mukrees’ and 
‘Mullas’, persons holding religious offices in tho Muslim 
comnninity. This offer ,to pay pension on the eve of the 
election, was made with the avowed object of securing the 
votes of Muslims in the State”, the petitioner submits, He 
has also suAm'tled ihnt a large number of ‘Mukrees’ and 
‘Mullas’ in No II Frnakulam Parliamentary Conslitrency 
have received the payments also, In return, they not only 
voted for the respondent but also persuaded other Murlim 
voters to vote for the respondent, The aforesaid payment 
of pension to ‘Mukrees’ can be termed as ‘‘Illegal gratifica¬ 
tion” for the purpose of securing MuvUm votes and as such 
It amounts to "Corrupt practice' ns defined In section 123(1) 
of the Act. 

5. The respondent in his written statement has questioned 
the varacity of the pleadings, covering the above grounds. 
In the written statement, the respondent has slated that the 
petitioner had enough time to take the oath after he filed 
the nomination on 23-11-1984 and before 28-11-1984, the 
date fixed for s-rutiny of the nominations. Ho could have 
taken the oath either before the A.R.O. or any other jierson 
authorised in that behalf by the Election Comm’s. .on The 
explanation given by the petitioner that the A.R.O. niHed 
him, reiulfing in hii not taking the oath in time, is ba.scless. 
He has no case that he had made any atlcmrits to lake the 
oath during the period between 23-11-1984 and 28-11-1984. 
The A.R.O. had sent to the home address .of the potitioner 
(it is this address the petitioner had I'iven in his nomination 
i:ap:r). For n 38 notice, informing him that he should take 
the oath before the date fixed for .scrutiny. It is the hoxinden 
duty of a candidate for election to lake the oath cr affirma¬ 
tion before the date fixed for siriitlnv. The respondent had 
denied the allegation in the petition that the Relnrnine 
Officer and the A.R.O. committed anv corrupt nra'-li’e. The 
alleiiatinris in f’-- petition that Conercss (I) whose nominee 
the respondent 's, -has induleed in corrupt prac’ice, in that 
the said narty caused the Government of Kerala to divert 
huge amounts of public money for payment to ‘Mukrees’ 
and ‘Mullas’ as pension, are baseless. The decision to sanc¬ 
tion the amounts for the social welfare activities, in fact 
rests upon the policy decision of the Government evidenced 
by the speech made by the Finance Minister in the Assembly 
while presenting the Budget. In fact, there was no payment 
of pension to anyone, the respondent submits. Whateyer that 
be, the decision of the Government offering to pay pension 
to’the aforesaid personnel in furtherance of the social relief 
measures under no circumstance can he said to he a corrupt 
practice within the meaning of Section 123(1) of the Act. The 
notification of the Government offering the pension, the res¬ 
pondent submits, was not issued either at his instance ot with 
his knowledge, nor was the same issued with the knowledge of 


his election agent. The notification did not in any way in¬ 
fluence 'he electorate nor was it intended for the purpose. In 
any event, ii was not inte idcd to help the respondient. The 
respondent therefore submits that the election petition" is 
liable to be dismissed with costs. 

6. The issues arising for consideration are : 

(1) Was the rejection of the nomination of the petitioner 

illegal 7 

(2) Whether the declaration of the election of the res¬ 

pondent is liable to be held void on the ground that 
the respondent committed the corrupt practice, plea¬ 
ded in the election petition ? 

7. Disposal of the 1st issue upon the interpretation of 
Section 36(2) of the .\ct. Section 36(2) reads : 

‘‘36(1). 

(2) The returning officer shall then examine the nomi¬ 
nation papers and shall decide all objections which 
may be made to any nomination and may, either 
On such objection or on his own motion after 
such summary inquiry, if any, as he thinks neces¬ 
sary, reject any nomination on any of the follow¬ 
ing grounds ;— 

(a) that on the date fixed for the scrutiny of nomi¬ 
nations the candidate cither is not qualified or 
IS d squalifieJ for being chosen to fill tne scat under 
any of the following provisions that may be ap¬ 
plicable, namely --Articles 84, 102, 173 and 

191,-” 

8. Article 84(n) of the constitution of India reads : 

“A person shall not he qualified to be chosen to fill 
a scat in Parliament unless he— 

(a) ii a citizen of India, and makes and subscribes 
before some person authorised in that behalf by 
the Election Commission an oath or affirmation 
according to the form set out for the purpose in 
the Third Schedule,’’ 

(9) The relevant part of Schedule III reads : 

“I, A, B., having been nominated as a candidate to fill 
a scat in the Council of States (Or the House of 
the People) do swear in the name of God/solemiily 
alfi-tn that 1 will bear true faith and allegiance 
to the Constitution of India as by law established 
and that I will upheld the sovereienity and intogiity 
of India,” 

The comiilative effect of these provisions is that before the 
date fixed for scrutiny under Scition 36(2)fa) a candidate 
should have made and 9uhsc"T'd die re-cnisite oath or 

affirmation enjoined by Article 84 of llie Constitu¬ 

tion of India Though it is not necessary that the oath should 
accompany the nomination paoor, it is imparalivc that (he 
oath or affirmation in the form set out for tho purpose in 

the Illrd Schedule to the Constitutions must be made and 

siihscribed before the date fixed by the election commission 
for scriitinv of nomination papers. In short, the oath afore- 
raid should be taken by a candidate before the date fixed 
for scriitiny of the nomination Tf that be so, the candidate is 
not cnfilled to nor, for (hat matter, the Reurnitig Officer is 
hound to entertain the request of a candidate that he should 
be rcrmjtted to take the oath on the date fixed for scrutiny 
of rommalion, even if the request was made before the 

n| vuir--^. np nomination parers, 

10. I am fortified in this view- bv the decisions of the 
Snnreme Court reported in Pazhtmati Na'h v. Harihar Prasad 
Atr )96g .cc 1064, Harlfit Smgh ^^^nn v. S. Elmrao Singh 
AIR 1980 SC 701. 

11. Tn the case On hand, it ■ comrnon ernund tpat the 
peStimtrr had not tnten tb- oa-p or affirmation in the form 
set ont for the purpose in the TTTrd 'ichedu'e to the Const’- 

tutioc. 

17, Now turniniT to the facts of the case, it Is not the 
case of tho petitioner that he filed th.* oath or affirmntio-i 
In ‘he form ret out for the purpose before the A.R.(9. On 
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the other hand, what he has pleaded is that the A.R.O. and 
the Returning Officer, with a view to help the icspondcnt 
prevented him trom taking the oath beioic the scrutiny of 
the nomination. This plea is without any substance because 
the petitioner should have taken the oath or affirmation 
before any officer authorised in that behalf by the Election 
Commission, and produced the same before the date fixed 
for scrutiny. Here it is relevant to note that the only case, 
the petitioner pleaded and proved is that the A.R.O. did not 
assist him to take the oath. This argument however, cannot 
be countenanced because as seen from Ext. P3, Form No. 38. 
the A.R.O. had informed the petitioner that he should take 
the oath before the date fixed for scrutiny. The A.R.O. had 
sent Ext, P3 to the petitioner in his house address fas shOAm 
in Ext. P4) by registered post acknowledgement due, 
24-11-1984, The Petitioner fas P,M.3) however, has deposed 
that he received the said notice sent in an envelope, only on 
the 28th at 2 P.M. He has stated thus in his evidence : 

“I already knew when I went to submit my nomination 
that I should take the oath before the day of 
scrutiny”. 

To the question “Did you take any ifeps before the scrutiny 
day to take the oath ?”—the ansvt'er is “I have not taken 
any steps”. He has further deposed ; 

“....In the nomination paper, I had given any house 
address only. It is that address that is seen on Ext. 

PI.1 used to receive registered Icttcis lo my 

residential address, I have arranged to receive such 

letters in my absence in my residence.The 

cover containing M3 8 notice, 1 have not produced 
here. It cun be ascertained from the cover the date 
on which the letter was redirected from my resi¬ 
dence to the office address. It can be seen fron 
the cover that it relates to the election mutter and 
that it was sent from the office of the Returning 
Officer." 

To the question “Had M38 been accepted at your residence, 
you would have received M.38 from etifficienlly ciiily before 
the scrutiny date V" P.W.i fPetitioner) has answered 'Ves’ Peti¬ 
tioner as P.W,3 has admit that he should here taken the oath 
before the scrutiny date, None the less P.W 3at another stage 
of the evidence has stated that the ARO made him believe that 
he had to take the oath only on 28-11-84 The evidence read 
as a whole, shows that the petitioner was more anxious to 
establish that the A.R.O. was responsible for his not taking 
the oath in time. However, it has come out in evidence that 
the A.R.O, had sent the cover containing M.38 Form to 
the petitioner on 24-11-1984 to the home address of the 
petitioner. If he haj produced the envelope, it could have 
been ascertained therefore when the letter reached his house 
address. Ordinarify this cover containing. Form 38 notice would 
have reached the petitioner in his homo address, in any 
event, on the 26th November because’ as seen from Ext. P2) 
It was sent on the 24th to his house address in Frnakulam 
itself. The reluctance of the petitioner to produce the eiive- 
lopc in evidence is proof enough to hold that the same had 
reached his home address sufficiently early enabling him to 
subscribe to the oath or affirmation before the date fixed 
for scrutiny, making his nomination availed one. The irresisti¬ 
ble inference that can be formed in tbe circtimstances is that 
the facts pleaded and the evidence adduced fP.Ws 1 to 6) 
to establish that the A.R.O. misled him in regard to the 
taking of the oath, are the result of an after thought. In his 
evidence P.W.2 (A.R.O.) has stated that he bad advised the 
petitioner to obtain an oath form from his office and subs¬ 
cribe to the oath on 23-11-1984 itself He further has deposed 
that he waited for the petitioner till 3 P.M. for that purpose; 
but he did not turn up. He therefore directed the concerned 
clerk to fnrm 38 not onlv in the petitioner but to the 
other candidates who also had not subscribed to the oath. 
Arrordinap^ One Form 38 notice was sent on 74-11-1984 
Thus it can be seen that the allegations against the A.R.O. 
are baseless. P.W,5 has deposed that he had told the peti¬ 
tioner that the advice given by the A.R.O. that the oath 
need be taken only after the scrutiny. Is not cored This 
advice was given on 23-11-1984. The petitioner therefore on 
23-11-1984 itself had known that he should take the oath 
before the scrutiny of the nomination. In these circumstances, 
the argument of the petitioner that the A.R.O. misled hm 
with regard to the requirement of taking oath before the 
day fixed for scrutiny, is liable to be rejected. I repect that 


sumo. 1 accordingly hold that the Returning Officer rightly 
rejected the nomination of the petitioner. 

13. For the reasons stated above, this issue is found 
against the petitioner. 

14. Issue 2. In an election petition, the petitioner should 
establish by evidence beyond reasonable doubt Jhat the 
returned candidate committed the corrupt practice, defined 
under Section 123 of the Act and hence the election is liable 
to be declared void D, P, Mishra v, K. N. Sharma AIR 
1970 S.C. 1477). 

15. Regarding this issue, the relevant facts discernible ffom 
the pleadings are ; in No, II Ernakulam Parliamentary Con¬ 
stituency there are above 2 lakhs Muslim votes. In order to 
win the support of these voters ‘the Congress (I) Whose 
nominee the respondent is, has caused the Government of 
Kerala to divert huge amounts from the exchequer “for pay¬ 
ment to ‘Mukrccs’ and ‘Mullas’ who are persons holding re¬ 
ligions offices in the Muslim community”. This payment has 
been styled as pension. The petitioner submitt that this 
payment had been made for securing the Muslim votes in 
the State. A large number of ‘Mukarees’ and ‘Mullas’ In the 
No. II Ernakulam Parliamentary Constituency “received the 
payment”. In return they not only voted for the respondent 
but also persuaded other Muslin^ voters to vote for the 
respondent. The Election Commission had called for an ex¬ 
planation from the Government as to why the pension was 
raid on the eve of the election. The explanation submitted 
by the Government, It is said, was not satisfactory. The 
{leadings conclude thus ; 

“The aforesaid payment of mukree pension had been bv 
wav of illegal gratification for the purpose of 
securing votes. It amounts to corrupt practice as 
defined in Section 123(i) of the Act". 

36. The respondent has denied these allegations. It has 
been stated in the written statement that “The decision to 
sanction amounts for the social welfare activities as stated 
above is of the Government in which different parties parti¬ 
cipate." The respondent has also denied the statement that 
a larce number of ‘Mukrees’ and ‘Mullas’ in tbe constituency 
are the receipients of the pension. The respondent submits 
that sn fur hi"; information goes no such amount sc far 
was disbirsed to nnv rne before the election. He has speci- 
firallv denied the allegation that, “they not only voted for 
the respondent but also persuaded other voters to vote for 
the respondent”. The repondent has further stated that the 
notification was not i.ssued cither at the instance of the 
vcei-poo-i^-nt or wi'h bis knowledge. Nor for that matter the 
notification was issued with the knowledge of the respondent’s 
election agent. In fact the notification is based on the state¬ 
ment contained in paragraph 50 of the Budget Speech of 
the Finance Minister delivered in the Assembly while pfe- 
scntiim ibf Budget foi- 19R4-g5 [Vide Fxt. Pllfn). This speech 
was delivered on 16-3-1984, If that be so, the respondent 
submits, the aiiestion whether the respondent committed anv 
corrupt practice in the election, requires to be answered agaRst 
the petitioner. The respondent accordingly submits that the 
petition is liable to be dismissed, Relevant parts of Section 
123 reads ; 

“123. Cornint practices.—Tbe following shall be deemed 
to be corrupt practices for the purposes of this A''t— 

(i) ‘Bribery’ that is say,— 

fA) any gift, offer of promise bv a candidate of his 
agent or bv any other person with the consent 
of a candidate or his election agent of anv graii- 
fiuatlon to anv person whomsoever, with tbe 
object, directly or indirectly, or inducing— 

fa) . 

fb) an elector to vote or refrain from voting at 
an election, or as a reward to— 

fi) . 

fiO . 

The conditions that should be satisfied. In order to attract 
tf,,. oMve nroufsions, arc that the gift was m^de by the 
candidate or his agent or bv anv other person with the con¬ 
sent of the candidate or his election agent and that the 
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gratification wai made with th« object directly or indirectly 
#( inducing an elector to vote or refrain front voting at 
an election. There ia thus an element of bargaming bciwccn 
the candidate and the voters. It therefore follows ihat in an 
election pcition coming under Section.'i 100(i)(b), the petitioner 
should establish that the gift, offer or promise was made 
by the returned candidate himself or his agent or by any 
other person with his consent or bis election agent. I am 
fortified in this view by the following decisions of the Supreme 
Court. 

Ghasi V. Dal Singh, A.I.R. 1968 S.C 1191 
Om Prabha v. Abhnash Chand, A.I.R. 1968 S.C. 1083 
Om Prakash v. Lai Chand A.I.R. 1970 S.C. 1889, and 
Harjit Singh v. Umrao Singh A.I.R. 1980 S.C. 701. 

17. There is no evidence in this class that the notification 
Exts, P9 and PIO offering payment or pension to ‘Mukrees* 
and ‘Mullas’ were published by the Government at the ins¬ 
tance of the respondent. On the other hand, what is seen 
is that the Government were obliged to issue the said noti¬ 
fications in view of its commitments discernible from para¬ 
graph 50 of Ext. Plifa') the Budget Speech delivered by the 
Finance Minister in the House while presenting the Budget 
for 1984-85. Here it is also relevant to note that the State 
Government is a coalition Government and therefore it is 
too much to say that the Government have issued Exts. P9 
and PIO notifications at the instance of a candidate belong¬ 
ing to one of the constituents of the coalition Government. 
The oral evidence tendered in the case also does not establish 
that the offer of the pension was made either by the res¬ 
pondent or his agent or his election agent or by anv other 
person with the consent of the respondent or his election 
agent. On the other hand, the evidence shows that the 
Government offered to pav pension to Mukrees and Mullas. 
P.W.7 in his chief-examination has stated : 

".The candidate .Shri Thomas told mo that the Gov¬ 

ernment have given some benefits in the form of 
pension to ‘Mnllas’ belonging to onr community, 
Mnsaliar was called to mv house. Shri Thomas told 
Musaliar also about his. Mnsaliar wanted me ,tn go 
to the Mosuue where a meeting was conve’-ed. Wi^en 
I went there Musaliar fold me that I should vote 
for the. candidate who ia having this’ as svmhol. 
Accordingly I voted for the Congress candidate. 
Musaliar Is available in the locality". 

The evidence tendered bv fhls witness is not corroborated bv 
anv other evidence. According to him. the nroTnlse to nive 
the benefit In the form of nenslon is to the Mnllas. But it 
was Mnsaliar who was railed to h's house to enai^le to res¬ 
pondent to fell him about the nenslon. the Governwient 
would give to Mnllas. The Mnsaliar Is even now avaHaWe. 
However, he has not been examined. He would have been 
the best witness. Whv he was not examined has not he-n 
explained by the petitioner. In his cross-examination P.W7 
has stated ; 

"I do not know the name of Musaliar. But he is knosvn 
as ‘Mash’. I cannot remember the date when 


Shri K. V. Thomas met me in connection with the 
election. I cannot definitely say whether 1 met him 
on a Tuesday or not. It appears that it Was on a 

Tuesday. There was hardly any time for Thomas 

to talk, with us. He left the place by saying that 
he has already spoken to the Musaliar and Mulla. 
Musaliar called me to the Mosque, the next day 
of the visit of Shri Thomas in the lo.ality. Musaliar 
did not tell me in my residence that I should vote 
for Congress. But he told me so only at the 
Mosque.’’ 

It can thus be seen from this evidence that the Musaliar 
summoned the witness to the Mosque to tell him that he should 
vote for the Congress. The witness. The witness has no case 
that teh Musaliar in fact convened a meeting at the Mo'que 
and at the said meeting exhorted the gather in that they should 
vote for the Congress because the Government have decided 
to give the Mullas and Musaliar benefits In the. Form of 
pension. 

18. P.W. 8 on the other hand has deposed that, “The 

Mukree told me that I shall leave the mosque after prayers 
where others also. Mukree called all present and told us that 
Mukree pension has already been passed. You must exercise 
your franchise in favour of thomas who belongs to the 
Ruling party if that has done, the Mukree pension will be 
passed easily.’’ In this cross-examination he has seated: 

“Except Mukri, none of the other authorities had told 
me nothing else." 

19. P.W- 7 says that It was the Mnsaliar who told him that 
he should vote for the respondent whereas according to 
P.W. 8 the Mukree convened a meeting and told the gather¬ 
ing that they should vote for the Congress. According to 
P .W. 8. Mukree is “the lowest in the Mosque.” His function 
according to him is cleaning as also announcing the nraver 
(VankV Aerording tq P.W. 7. Musaliar was Present in the 
mosniie and M"saHnr admittedly is more comnetept to take 
decisions than Mukree. On a romparison of the evidence 
tendered by P.Ws. 7 and 8, it can be seen that these witnessfs 
havp given co"trad'’''tosv versions of the petitioner's -ase of 
‘Corrunt nrantice. eommltted hv the respondent’ wblnh analu 
is different from the version given hv the witnesses. T th*ref'’re 
have no hesitation to reject the evidence tendered by 'P.W.7 
and 8 as unbelievable. 

20. It Is by now well esrnhUshed that the evidence adduend 
in a petition where coirupt practice is pleaded must clearly 
show that the gift, offer or promise was dhentlv or indirect¬ 
ly made to the voter to vote or refrain from voting to a 
candidate The proof rrniilred to estalhlsb corrupt nractlre 
must partake of the character of the proof necessary to es¬ 
tablish a crlTT.'pal pbarce. (Vide ATW tOtlR I toil Tf the 
be so. the petitioner has not established the allegations In 
the petition that the respondent eommltted corrupt practice 
wlthlrr the meaning of Section 123fl')fht of the Act in the 
election. This issue therefore is enswered against the 
petitioner. 


In the result, the election pettion is dismissed with costs. 


The Registrar shall immediately intimate the substance of the decision to the Election Commission and the 
Speaker of the Lok Sahba and shall thereafter send as soon as practicable an authenticated copy of this judgement 
to the Election Commission as required under Section 103 of the Act. 

14th August, 1985. 

Sd/- 


(true copy] 


K.P. RADTIAKRISHNAMENON 

Judge. 


APPENDIX 

Petitioner’s Exhibits : 

Ext. PI dt. Nil Postal acknowledgement. 

Ext. P2 ,, 28-11-84 Proceedings of the returning OfRccr, 

No. 11 Eraakulam Parliamentary Constituency and District Collector, 
Emakulam. 


1455 01/85—4. 
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Ek.P3 dt. 

24-11-85 

Postal r«woipts -3 Nos. (Roistered articles) 

Ext. P.3(a) 


Do. No. 1371 

Ext. P3(b) 

M 

Do. No. 1372 

Ext. P3(c) 

fS 

Do. No. 1373 

Ext. P4 ,, 

23-11-84 

Copy of notice of nomination in Form 3 A of Ernakulam Parliamentary 
Constituency 

Ext. P.5 


Postal Acknowledgement, 

Ext. P6 


Do. 

Ext. P.7 ,, 

23-11-84 

Receipt for nomintion paper and Notice of Scrutiny. 

Ext. P8 „ 

t * 

Memo No. C-99610/84 of the returning Officer II, 

Ernakulam Parlaimentary Constituency. 

Ext. P9 .. 

28-11-84 

Copy of Order No. G.O. (MS) 1133/84/RD of the Revenue (F) De¬ 
partment. 

Ext. PIO „ 

29-11-84 

Copy of Order No. 0.0, (MS), 1133/84 of the Revenue (F) Depart¬ 
ment 

Ext. P! 1 

dt. 16-3-1984 

Budget speech by the Minister of Finance (Budget 84-85) 

Ext. PI 1 (a) 

dt. Nil 

Page 21 

Respondents Exhibits 
Petitioner’s Witnesses 

• 

• 

Nil 

1. Shri M.P. Joseph, 

District Collector, 

Ernakulam. 


2. Shri C.B. David 

3. Shri N. Sukumaran 

4. Shri A.A. Kochunny 

5. Shri I. Vclayudhan 

6. Shri Mohanachandrakumaran Nair K.P. 

7. Shri Moitunny 

8. Shri Muhammadali. 

Respoddent’s Wi(a?$se9s: 

Shri K.V. Thomas. 

Cost to the respondent—Rs. 2,000/- 

Sd/-. 

Assistant Reijistnr 
(No. 82IKL-H-P|l!8f3] 
By grtfer, 

C. L. ROSE, ^cy. 


nf ftrPWV, 7 'JniTTt, 1980 

5TT. 8. m ^ wr ^ 

ftp ?rn:<jfr % (2 ) Ptstr 

REf ^ ETarTir, ^ (3) 

^ ^ g-tn (4) ^ 

4T?rT sm Wt:iT«ff, 
irf?rinf«Tc^ wfErfEtPT, 1951 5147 tr^Efin' JFfnr 

ffiTT giT^ EKtfr % fifniT ( 5) if 447 

^44^14 44 Sr 44^ fT4f44 « 4 tff «jrr ?raT 444 ^ 
?Rr(f 4 4^7/4447 wSrSpRT «P 4 rr Sf 

WfTB^T % ; 


^ 4^^ Sr 4Ttr4 34% trr 

Eft ^ 44W?r % ftpr 4r rrt 4t$ 4rrc<4 444T 
f44T ^ 47 44^ IFTf f44 4t7 4'f4T44^ 
4T, 4f4 ?>, f44R 477 :^ % 417414 ft’4f44 4T4t4 

44 45 447474 ^t 44T ^ ftp 44^ 474 ^44 tTO'4I44T 
% f44 4>'t^ 44ft4 44T4 4T ^tritfrc^^ ^i‘^f ^ j 

44 :, 44, f4'4f4E' 47414 444 4rtrf444 4t 4777 
10-17 % wij47;4 Jr 4ir% nt 477:47 % F4«r ( 4 ) Jr 
f4i4f^ 84fl44f ivt ^144 % 7ft 444 % 47 fp^fT 
TI 44/44 7T»4 «74 iff f^4r4 447 444rf4£rr4 4f744 
% 44E4 ^ 4Pt Sfrt % f4ti 41^ 1?t 4777^ 

?r 7ft4 4^ ift i:r4T4f4 % fipr fqT^^ 4tf44 17747 ft 
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[iTPril—<«f»3(iii)] wTOrTiTwr'TT 'infffta. i08e/m»ri9, 1907 




?r^r^tir/f«rErr;T )Er»TT 

W?%-!lT?r 5T«pff 'FT^ 

fq^t^rr qr qqr'q 

?f®Tr 


arYc 




sfk frnr 



1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

1. 

¥r»rr ^Pr 

2—.arufVj^ (sT.^.irr.) 

>sfr qr*?? qTqqf, s^aftirri^, 

fqfo' qKT aTYrsiq- tYRt q qqq 




'fV. vrr^rmrfmY, far^TT 

^ fqqfqq ^Y qq %jst qrf^ar 





q^ f^qr 1 

2. 


17—HWrtt 

«ff q;,Tr qtq ^^ffqrw, 

f^qq sqqf qq qrY^ »ft ^ 




qY. Y^ftqm, q^r^k 

(Tftffi) 

qrfqr^ fifrin -1 

3. 

-ET^- 

26—BTiT^rraT 

«ft ^rnrV froqm qnT-qY.fqrarT- 
57 : qrqr uqgraiT far^rrTssr 
( 3 ^) 


4. 

—ETJ'V- 

32—^TTii’niT 

«ft iq^rarr fqR ^rst, 

Fqftr BT?T arYWq ftfq qqqq if 




qm- qY. q^iqqwTTfT, 

fqqtqq ®qqt qq %qrT qrfear 




^qrqrcsqr (griY^n) 

q^t Ppqr 1 

5. 

—— 

33—%r7qTTl 

tarq^ q'qq, qk yn^ft 

f^qq aqq qq qftf vft ^qfT 




('ej!pqT),qY. ?nrr^, 
fYr^rr qiffjqr ) 

qrftr^ q^ f^qr 1 

6- 

—' 

34—q^fTT 

«ff qrqTrqrqr qrq, qhr — 




qY. »FmTHqT, f^fTT «FEJq:, 
(gftqr) 


7- 


37—arrefl^^T 

«ft 5 %vqT qrqqf, qtq qTTRmfl’, 
'ft. q®qiq qrqr qrsftfrr, 
fqqr «Pz^qj ( 3 ^) 

—q(ft~ 

8. 


40—JT5?iIT 

«ft qqYq^ ^q, qrr^T'^:^, 

fqqfqq «qqY qq qftf 'rft 




'ft. »ft2TTT, fararqr^qsp (gftqr) 

qrf^ q^ f*pqr 1 

9. 


41—(ar.^rr.) 

«ft qfqqr, fqfqrqrqj^, 

fqfs JUT arYftiq TYfq q qqTT Jf 




"ft. ^TJqrqrq^, 

fqqfqq aq^ft qq ^P3 t qrf^ar 




{Tftm) 

*1^ f%qT 1 

10. 

—^— 

43— 

^ q)r^q<'q qf^, qrj^qiqr, 

fqqfqq aqqr qq qftt irft ^ 




«P^3T (qft^) 

q^t f»pqT 1 

11. 


—— 

«ft qY?t fqn: qt¥r,^fY3rt?tqT 
TRtqt, qjqqqr ('sftqr) 

— 

12. 


44— 

sft fq'srqr qY^qwr, fqrqt qraiTt 
q^qqr (^3#rr) 

—q?Y— 

13. 

—^— 

6 5—'»i*i'ii*r iraK' 

«ft ^ffr qpq q3T,'ft. 

—— 



(ar.^.) 

fq^TT ♦I'jfq (g'ftqr) 


14. 


96—ijiT w (ar.arr.) 

«ft 'fs’P qrq, qfq qrsrqrqt 
'ft, qqw5ft»,fqqiqrqi^ 
(qfrm) 

—q^— 

15. 


114— 

<ft apfpqr '^’■a ^5TT, ffqrqRft, 
qY. TnrfqrqYr qqq, fw aqqrrq^ 
(gffqr) 

JRT aiYftqr fqqfqq aqjft 
qq 'ErHa'Ji q^ ftrqr 1 

10. 

—^— 

139—<r'd<%vTT 

■sft ?ft^ qrq, aft/ 171 , 

%qqT—i ^iqqq^ 

C^fm) 

fqqfqq sqqY qq «pYf ^ 
qi Rici q^ t%qT 1 


[#. 76/gi#^-f^. ?r,/85] 
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ORDERS 

New Delhi, 7th January, 1986 

O.N. 8;—Whereas the Election Commission is satisfied that each of the contesting candidates specified 
in col. 4 of the table below at the election to the Legislative Assembly as specified in column (2) and held from 
the constituency specified in column (3) against his name has failed to lodge an account of his election expenses 
or failed to lodge the account within the time and/or in the mapner, as shown in column (5) of the said Table as 
required by the Representation of the People Act, 1951 and the Rules made thereunder; 

And, whereas, the said candidates have either not furnished any reason or explanation for the said failure even 
after due notice or the Election Commission, after considering the representations made by them, if any is satisfied 
that they have no good reason or justification for the said failure; 

Now, therefore, ir pursuance of section 10-A of the said Act, the Election Commission hereby declares the 
persons specified in column (4) of the Tabic below to be disqualified for being chosesn as, and for being a member 
of cither House of the Parliament or of the Legilsative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State/Union Territory 
for a period of 3 years from the date of this order. 

TABLE 


SI. Particulars of 

S. No. & Name 

Name of the contesting 

Reason for disqualifi- 

No. election 

of the Assembly 

candidate 

cation 


Co’istituency 



1 2 

3 

4 

5 


1. General election to the Legis- 2—Jashipur(ST) 
lative Assembly. 


2. -do- 


17—Nilgiri 


3. -do- 26—Dharamsala 


4. -do- 32—Rajnagar. 


5. -do- 


33—Kendrapara. 


Shri Madhab Naik, 
At-Kujiamb, 

P.O. Bharamarposi, 

Distt. Mayurbhanj, 

Orissa. 

Shri Gura Tudu, 

Vill. Telipal, 

P.O. Telipal, 

Distt. Balasore, 

Orissa. 

Shri Bairangi Biswal, 

At & P.O. Mirzapur, 
Via-Dharamsala, 

Distt. Cuttack, 

Orissa. 

Shri Basanta Kumar Sethi, 
Vill. Mahakalapada, 

P.O. Mahakalpada, 

Distt. Cuttack, 

Orissa. 

Shri Rasananda Mathan, 
Vill. Indalo, (Chhakana), 
P.O. Indalo, 

Distt. Cuttack, 

Orissa. 


Failed to lodge account 
within the time and in 
the ma*'ner required 
by law. 

Failed to lodge any 
account. 


-do- 


Failcd to lodge account 
within the time and 
in the manner required 
by law. 

Failed to lodge any 
account. 


6. -do- 34—Pathkura. Shri Mathuranandanath, -do- 

Vill. Gobindapur, 

P.O. Kalabuda, 

Distt. Cuttack, 

Orissa. 
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1__2__ 3^ 

1. General election to the Legis- 37—'Balikud 
lative Assembly. 


8. 

-do- 

40—Mahanga. 

9. 

-do- 

41—Salepur(SC) 

10. 

-do- 

43—Cuttack Sadar 

11. 

'do- 

43—Cuttack Sadar 

\X 

-do- 

44—Cuttack City 

13. 

-do- 

65—Jaganath- 
Prasad (SC) 

14. 

-do- 

96—Dharmagarh 

15. 

-do- 

114—Biramrajpur 

16. 

-do- 

139—Rourkela 


^ sr, 9—^ 

;fl?r {2) ’T'qr 

5 T>F ^rar % ^rrirrTJr ^ (3) 

it fwAfacsi wa" ^ ^tir |i ( 4 ) 

?rnT^ ^r^rr 

irrar^trtT?a irr^rfirw, i95i ^rar ntr 

srTT sr^er^ g’ra ^tRoff % (5) Jf w 

^qiifflTcT FT ^ w'T^ 5ir41 FT Traq % 

srlT/war ir^rfsr^r tT^t ir ^r 

% I 

aftr ^ ^ TTWTF ^[^T TT 

ift wtTE^raT % ft ?fT Ftf fttw 


4 

5 

Shri Dhulcswar Nayak, 

Failed to lodge any 

Vill. Tarasahi, 

P.O. Machhagaon, 

P.S. Balikuda, 

Dist. Cutack, 

Orissa. 

account. 

Shri Badiruddin Khan, 

At—Praharjpur, 

P.O. Getara, 

Distt. Cuttack (Orissa). 

-do- 

Shri Harekrushna Mallick, 

Failed to lodge account 

At—Biswanathpur, 

within the time and in 

P.O. Satyabhampur, 

the manner required 

Dist. Cuttack 
(Orissa). 

by law. 

Shri Kanhucharan Mallick, 

Failed to lodge any 

Madhiipatna, 

Cuttack (Orissa). 

account. 

Shri Mihir Kumar Panda, 
Khapuria Labour Colony, 
Cuttack (Orissa). 

-do- 

Shri Bijaya Mahapatra, 

Meria Bazar, 

Cuttack (Orissa). 

'do- 

Shri Sureudra Nath Patra, 
At./P.O. Buguda, 

Dist. Ganjam (Orissa). 

-do- 

Shri Pandru Bag, 
tiiil Bhatapani, 

Post. Nangalbod, 

Dist. Kalahandi (Orissa). 

-do- 

Shri Ananda Chandra Bchra, 

Failed to lodge account 

At—Dhorapali, 

in the manner required 

PO. Rajkishorenagar, 

Dist. Dhenkanal (Orissa). 

by law. 

Shri Haribandhu Nag, 

Failed to lodge any 

G/171, Sec. 1 

Rourkela, 

Sundargarh (Orissa), 

account. 


[No. 76/OR-LA/85] 


TT«T^T TwVtir R^r fon t ^ ari"^ ’Ttr 
^T^’TWiff TT, q*!^ Ftf f^FTT FT^ ^ 'TT'qr^r 
tthtT-t qtr Trqrerin ^ ^qr | fa? m 

^‘FT TTF^a^rr % fe-iT Ftt qq^'^j FTT'q m ?qrqti^ 

n|f t : 

wa:, *Tq, fnq^qq mqtq srrKrfFrqtr fV trrtr 
10-F % ?rijTTT:F if fI ^ {4) 

if fqrqfqsj sqfqjqf Ft TTM % fFfft 'qt TTan^ 
FT fFfff TTJq/FFTTJq' ^ Ft fFSiF mi TTFaT fqtrrq 
'TfTTTF % Tiq^ ^ FT^ Ft^ ?tt ^ f^rr (Tltqr Ft 
^Tthar ¥r FtF Ft FTFiFfa- % fF<T fqT%r qtfro ft^ 

4i 
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gfaiTT 

Rnrrtl'/ft'tJTT nRT 
fe!nfeTw?r^1'tp.?r. 
siIt nnr 

^ ifTJr gr'BT=^f W gjiT 
<>r'k qrrr 

rd<td-i VT VTT®r 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

1. 

gfr?? n4T HPf 
nraTniT 


'sfi n?r^9 irtirV jrrJfV'TtT, 

'U. =^n>PT?f, «rT;TT WTtti*!, 

feHr 3TTr ar^Pw fwTw =TiTli 
»PT Jr«rT TTfeH' feqr 1 


[?i. W./85] 


O.N. 9.—^Whareas the Election Commission is satis¬ 
fied that each of the contesting candidates specified in column 
(4) of the Table below at the election to the House of the 
People as specified in column (2) and held from the consti¬ 
tuency specified in column (3) against his name has failed 
to lodge an account of his election expenses or failed to 
lodge the account within the time and or in the manner, as 
shown in column (i) of the said Table as required by the 
Representation of the People Act, 1951 and the Rules made 
thereunder; 

And whereas the said candidate have either not furnished 
any reason or explanation for the said failure even after due 


notice or the Election Commission, after considering the 
representations made by them, if any, is satisfied that they 
have no good reason or justification for the said failure ; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of sectio-n lOA of the said 
Act, the Election Commission hereby declares the persons 
specified in column (4) of the Table below to be disqualified 
for being chosen as, and for being a member of either House 
of the Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly or Legisla¬ 
tive Council of a State/Union Territory for a period of 3 
years from the date of this Order. 


TABLE 


"S. Particulars of Election 
No. 

S. No. & Name of the 
Parliamentary Constitu¬ 
ency 

Name & Address of the 
Contesting Candidate 

Reason for Disqualifi¬ 
cation 

(1) (2) 

(3) ■ 

(4) 

(5) 

1. General Election to the 
House of tht People 

16-Balangir 

Shri Mahadcb Majhi, 
At-Manigaon, 

P.O. Chuliphunka, 

P.S. Bangomunda, 

Distt. Balangir, 

Orissa. 

Failed to lodged acc¬ 
ount in the manner 
required by law. 




[No. 76/OR-HP/85] 


WT. *T. 10—^ ^nTTaTtl ^ ’TITT $ 

ftr (2) 

?T«Tf % firej ( 3 ) 

^ ( 4 ) ^ Mniw 

»fraT ^rrcrfnfsresr 

WfirPr^TR', 1951 fW ’f'? Pl^lRlf fffTT 

(TifaiRr (5) 5 r jprr 

iR Jr *57 JraiT wr ^ aftr/ 

imr fiPr Jf Jr | ; 

ift gw *rT wt wnr ?rwT 


PTOiwc'iT fen ^ JH iTTTfw w 

TT, STf% "pvt % 'TirTTcJ nfetP 

spT w ngTHTR ^ t fe ^^1% 'iTO gw nftwrjT 

% fniT jptt M’q^vj irr ■■uTtfiri'^tT S i 

STT: nnftT nPaf^tTiT ^ HTTf 

io-«p % wffrT<JT Jr (4) Jr 

fer^fes % ferfr nt ntfg % ferfr 

TTJT/rfTrTHi' ^*r fesrrtr n»Tr w«i^r f^srr'i TFtw 

% ’rrafir 5rr^ 3ffT wr^ 'pV cffTtw Jr 

?fm T'V «PT5rr^fn % fJrcr fei%r «ftfer ^wr % i 
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trr-TTt 


tfW 

Ptrfi'Tft qr Pt^rr 

#tr#tT PEtfiiRt qft 
tfW 3 iYi: THT 

pT#f^ H'f# ^fit 3r»^Rff ft TTR 
3tkq^ 

PtT^ftt q>t qii S.W 

(1) 

( 2 ) 

(3) 

(.") 

(5) 

1. 

vtftr ttRT 4rt 
trroKw PrWt, 
1984 

arWiTTfT Pt^ftR tft'T 

«ft'pfyT??nft, 130 T5t7:, 

ifTTr^, irfSTT aroitTRT 

Pt^tf’TT vtOT TiPiT T qriiTr 1 

2. 

—— 


«ft ft?^?t R?tfTf*rt, 

Tft #t. Ptr^^tt, 

RKT at^tuTT, TTT^ITS 



[?f. 76 /3r. f^./ss] 


O.N. 10.—^Wherc?* the Election Commission Is satis¬ 
fied that each of the contesting candidates specified in colu¬ 
mn (4) of the Table below at the general election to the 
House of the People as specified in column (2) and held 
from the cOdstitueficy specified in column (3) against his 
name has failed to lodge an account of bis election expen¬ 
ses or failed to lodge the acount within the time and or in 
the manner, as shown.in column (5) of the said Tublo as 
required by the .Representatiott of the People Act, 1951 and 
the Rules made thereunder; 

.(\nd whereas the said candidates have either not furnished 
any rbason of explanation fof the said failure even after duo 


notice or the Election Commission, after considering the 
representations made by them, if any, is satisfied that they 
have no good reason or justification for the said failure ; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section lOA of the said 
Act, the Ejection Comission hereby declares the persons 
specified in column (4) of the Table below to be disqualified 
for being chqsen as, and for being a member of either House 
of the Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly or Legisla¬ 
tive Council of a StatelUnlon Territory for a period of 3 
years from the date of this Ordbr. 


TABLE 


S. Particulars of Election 
No. 

S. No. & Name of the 
Parliamentary Constitu¬ 
ency 

Name & Address of the 
Contesting Candidate 

Reason for 
cation 

Disqualifl- 

(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 


1. General Election to 

Lok Sabha, 1984 

2. -do- 

Andaman and Nicobar 
Islands 

-do- 

Shri Kandaswamy, 

130, Mucca Pahar, 
Beadonabad, 

South Andaman 

Shri Biswas Mahananda, 
Vill. & P.O. Nimbutala, 
Middle Andaman, 

Rangat. 

Failure to lodge any 
account of election 
expenses. 

-do- 


[No. 76/ANI/85] 


3TTo arc 11 ;—arnftiT g-Trarr ^ ^ % Ecfrir ( 2 ) Jf 

vftr ?rRT % ?imn3JT 5ft ( 3 ) fir fTPififSH: fit ^rrift ( 4 ) fif 

pT?t^ ^ Trar 3 Tcr«ff, ?ft 4 r srPrPtfsRT arprPtTR, 1951 ftqr pTTTf girr 

grr tTri3>ft % ( 5 ) fif jrtt grrftRt ^ fif apT% Pt^^r^ »TTf ^trr fir^ g’TT % ar^T^fer aftr arqTrr 

fit if 3RRRT I ; 

artr tjiRr arRrfvRfif ft trnpE ^^rt P::# arr^ qr sft sRtqRRtr tt tft sfftf qrniit 3r«rTt 

fett ^ Tt ;3ft^ 5TTt ft# rr# 3twtr#ipff qt, ftft ^ ipK# % TiRTfj;, Pt^TSTEftT qTf irj ^rrrrenvT 

(i W I fti TRt fTTct SRPtJiSRn' ^ ftr# tptf'rt qrtTlT fft ; 
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37cr; SR, strEt ^ srfErfm ^ am io-t % if HV# (4) Jf 

wrf'RRl' % ftpsft ^ m Tf^fm ttr ^ ^ f?aR .^nrr spjrt farerpr ’'j?r 

3fR ^ antw >ift cird^T ^ ^fPT # ^TWnrfa % f;n%r *fmiT 11 



BTTfPr fsnm b'^tt 

^ ’Po^fo 

3fk BTir 

ffratsR ^rJr artqnff !pr 3TT1T 

siVt TcrT 

f^TTtfTT ^TT TRW 

( 1 ) ( 2 ) 

(3) 

U) 

(5) 

1. ^HTT q:r rTTETR'JT 
ffT^RPT, 

2. —^— 

23-^5r3frfrr 

—^— 

21 , T?TTfrr-i9 

LddlM, 

5/18 tpp.JET^ tfrqTTT 

*F^T4ttTr-29 

Mer ffRT ar^^rw swTf 

TT ^(aT fTWT 1 

sq'qlf Tr tT^ 
fTWT 1 


[ffo 7 6 /To ^o/8 5] 


O.N. 11.—Whereas the Election Commission is satisfied 
that each of the contesting candidates specified in column (4) 
of the Table below at the election to the House of the 
People as specified in column (2) and held from the consti¬ 
tuency -Specified in column (3) against his name has failed 
to lodge an account of his election expen-tes or failed to 
lodge the account with the time and or in the manner, as 
shown in column (5) of the said Table as required by the 
Representation of the People Act, 1951 and the Rules made 
thereunder; 

And whreas the said candidates have cither not furnished 
any reason or explanation for the said failure even after due 

TABLE 


notice or the Election Commission,- after cons'dering the re¬ 
presentations made by them, if any is satisfied that they have 
no good reason or justification for the said failure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section lOA of the said 
Act, the Election Commission hereby declares the persons 
specified in column (4) of the Table below to be disquali¬ 
fied for being chosen as, and for being .a member of either 
House of the Pailiument or of the Legislative Assembly or 
LegisFative Council of a State|Union Territory for a period 
of 3 years from the date of this Order. 


SI. Particulars of Election S. No. & Name of Name of the Contesting Reason for Disqualifi- 
No. the Parliamentary Candidate cation 

Constituency. 


^_^2)_ (3)_ 

1. General Election to the House 23-Calcutta South 
of the People 

2. General Election to the House 23-Calcutta South 
of the People 


(4) _ ^ _ 

Failed to lodge account 
in the manner required 
by law. 

Failed to lodge any 
account. 


Shri S.K. Sultan, 
21, Broad Street, 
Calcutta-19 
Shri M.K, Ratnam, 
5/18F, Sewak 
Baridya Street, 
Calcutta-29 


iRTo 13:—^rr^flT ?TrrTtlT4 ^ TiH 
I (2) if JT«Tr 

ntifr, 1984 % B'raTTTT 

^ (3) ^ pEltrn- 

^ %, PfRfi- (4) 5 r :afT% ^THT^r 

^rr^r tret? w'fT'iff, trtfr tTR/hfEiR 
srrtrRTiT, 1951 fnir4Y ff tr 

5 'fcr ETT^if ^ ( 5 ) ^ irarr 


[No. 76/WB/85/ 

Jr sTT^r ^ vfr Jr 

*Twr t; 

afk ifPtrfqir'f ^ rjRfTT TT 

«fr -i-jR ?Trrwcrr % f?rT jtt rrl sq-KRi 

f^^rr t irr j nr W ^r^ ir^nr^inff 

TT, irfir % qg^Ri; fnT'Rh- ?Trqtit 

31^ ^rBTtrifT nirr qw '-sf^rwrwsrr 

^ fwq 'PrfRT 4tR'T m Rr^Tti^w 




43 


[*TPiII—’jr 3 (iii)] 


»tTtfrTTWw;'P 3 rft 8 ,i 980 /»Tr»r 19,1907 


10-T % if ^ ?rRofl % (4) ^ 

BzTf^lr «f 1' !m % 'fV ^ 


f%<ft Tmr ^ f>T!TT^ 4fct(^ % 

?rrFT ^ 3ri^ aftr ?t?r % w ^ 

% ipraPTf^ ^ fef WtT^^nrrrt I 


’fiT ^ ^o^To ^5% <ii?i 


Tfo 

31*rT ^ 

n*t w 'i^rT 


(1) (' 2 ) 

I 3 ) 

(4) 

( 5 ) 

25. nt^TT, iIRtJT aAr 

wiy rpi, 

1984 

1 e-f^T'AnT 

»sft tT?5T^ 

R-o^o 95 , >wifr, 
liW 

WlJ 5TTT a»Eff 

^ attt 'tm 

1 

2 6. — 

—^— 

?Rr r»r<1[4iT HT<ldU| TTR, 
Tfo^o 1091 WrafTT 


2 7. —— 

IS-ftrETT 

sft ifr?*px 

iTcitTo 6 5 8/1, 

TPn-40 37 5^ETapRJiWr 1 

■— 

28. —— 

27-a'fi'irM'R 

'h'lfstl Pc'll 



^ ■r' V 

^TBTTT^Tm’TT, 


363, 'pteT^TTt, TT^ftW, 

nWri 

[?To 76/ntJTT/84 ( 25-28)] 


O.N. 12.—Whereas the Election Commission is satisfied 
that each of the contesting candidates specified in coiumn (4) 
of the ‘Table below at the General election to the Goa. 
Daman and Diu Legislative Assembly, 1984 as specified In 
column (2) and held from the Constituency specified in 
column (3) against his name has failed to lodge the account 
of his election expenses as shown in column (5) of the said 
Table as required by ihe Representation of the People Act, 
1951 and the Roles made thereunder ; 

And whreas the said candidates have cither not furnished 
any reason or explanation for the said failure even after due 


notice or the Election Commission, after considering the re¬ 
presentation made by them, if any, is satisfied that they have 
no good reason or justification for the said failure; 


Now. therefore, in pursuance of section lOA of the said 
Act, the Election Commission hereby declares the persons 
specified in column (4) of the Table below to be disquali¬ 
fied for being chosen as, and for being a member of either 
House of the Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly or 
Legislative Council of a State/Union Territory for a period 
of 3 years from the date of this Order, 

TABLE 


SI. 

No. 

Particulars of Election 

SI. No. & Name of 
the Constiutency 

Name & Address of the 
Contesting Candidate 

Reason for 
catior 

Disqualifi' 

\ 

TiY 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 


25. 

General Election to the Goa, 16-Siroda 

Daman and Diu Legislative 

Assembly, 1984 

Shri D’eastc Angtl Sobastiao, 
H. No. 95, 

Panchwadi, 

Amblai Ponda,Goa. 

Failed to 
account v^f 
expenses. 

lodge any 
election 

26 

-do- 

-do- 

Shri Shet Shirodkar 

Narayan Ram, 

H. No. 1091, Bazar 

Shiroda, Goa. 

-do- 


27. 

-do- 

18-Rivona 

Shri Gaunkar Gurguro Gurko, 
House No. 658/1, 

Shivarem Rivona, 

Goa-403705, 

Sanguem Gc a 

-do- 


28. 

-do- 

27-Dabolim 

Shri Fenandes Talcntiono 
Dionisio, 

363, Costawado, 

-do- 



Majorcla, 
Sal cote, 
Goa 


1455 GI/85—5 


[No. 76/GOA/84 (25—28)] 
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,13.— ?rnfFr cr 5! 

^ ^ ^pcoff % (2) if 5T«rr f^rilw 

^T><: % ^rrsn'Tor 5ft (3) 

pr (4) 

irr?rfHrEr?^ wfaf^<w, 1951 ^r-rr srtt 

5Ttt ?t^eiT^ ^rtafr % (5) Jf ®r«rr 

Jr TTT^ ®inft ^ihm % 

5 Rr4^r afrr/itmr *FlfwT tiftr Jr srrFa^ Jr 

*TWT t; 

aflT gw 5 !r'FTr«PTf ^ ^rnFP rj/wr wr^ 'n 
»ft gw wTi^T ^ fJr^ irr rT> wwr 

HTTJft 


[Part 11—Sec. 3(iii 

W B i^y Tor ^ fwr I irr jrn fw »rT W'fTwr’ft 
«TT, irf% Tit fTTTT TtJr % 'TWPSJ wftW 

TT wTTsrrg {ft w $ fr gT^ tht' ^w irgWrTT 

% ftw Jj^it 'T^rf'^ Tm ?Tr ^irirti^eiT $: 

?rrf; ?w, Ft^Fw wtPt gw stFtrfgflrg Tt m^r 
10 -T % sig^gtor Jr ^ tT grrgr % WJ^tr ( 4 ) it 
FrFgfTO- wFwiFf tI gg? % fTgt '»ft gw % gr 
frgl TTW/ggngg wg t 1 fggrg ggr *rwr fgarg 
gFrg^ % ggw ^ grJr aflr % Fgg w grw ^ 
mrlgr ^ rfrg tV wgrgrg % fgg Fgrf^gtfw 
Ttgr 11 


Tg FrgtggwfWTg 

gwr 

gg^lg fggtw gft 
gwr srtr gig 

Frgtgg gT% sTwcff tt gjg 

afk qgr 

Fu^gr TT Trrg 

(1) (2) 

(3) 

(4") 

(5) 

1. ^ggiTT 
gimrgfggtw 

13 —gijgTft 

«fV ^w gl^ fg?, 
grg-^o 

Jr^r grFjg g^ frgr 1 

1984 (fgifTTTTW^) 

g.gr g^ ■gifgjTr, 
fggr ggg^, (fg^ic) 


,2. — ^ — 

—g^— 

•sflTfg ^grr, 

^jgjgr^ fg^w, grgr gV, 
gcw (fgfTT) 

—— 

3 . —— 

—g^l— 

fgofir jgfc g*w, 
grg-^o ^srr, gigr ggggr, 
fggr gggjfl’ (fg^rc) 

—g^l— 

4 - —— 

14 —STSgTJT 

«ft ggigrrgr rrg, 
grg ggdgr, gto ggM, 
gigr ggrcrsril, 

Fggr ggg^F (fg^) 

—g^t— 

5 - —— 

15—grggr 

>sff ^g Ft^U: gr?^, 
g.-^WT ggrr Ftg.gr^gg, 
gjfTgrgrrr, grggr (Fg^r^) 

Jl'a-r ■Trfg Jr g|r grFyg Fttt i 

6 . —-g^r~ 

34—gigw 

’sfy Frwr ggrrc, 
gto gprr, gigr w’grg'jr, 
grg?gr (f^rr) 

g aT grFgg nfi Frrr 1 

7. —g^t— 

—g^— 

^ 'crg^g ggigrr, 

grg g gto grrg, t^rg grrg, 

fggr gig^gr (Ig^r^) 

—gi^F— 

8 . —g^t— 

—gift— 

■ift FgffJgr Fg?, 
grg gtcgg gTcJrrr, 

Fggr HM-gi (Fg^rr) 

—gift— 

9. —^gji— 

41 —g^rrrgrg 

MF g^rg g^ftg, 

%grT fifg Jr g^ ^ 1 


gt^rwrr grg gfr^ % "jg ggr- 
grtgrr, grf go 1 1, oibmhk, 
ggr (fJr^r^) 
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10 . 


11 . 


12 . 


13. 


14. 


15. 


16. 


17. 


1984 

(ftffR Tm ^ ) 

4 1— 

sft TTT TcET 

nin Tto HWiq 

trar Tlfd ^ 



sft Wr, 

f*RT ^ 1 

—^— 

-- 

^ 5*11 <, 

ttTR tpr <fto JTfkfTTT/ 

qpTT JrM, f^-RT 'T3TT (f^?TT) 

— 

— ^ — 

— 

■sf) m iraTT, 

tTET firflSTT RS, TTo jftTd«f3T, 

«ndT «fRfr,f^ RdT (%K) 

^laT •i^ ftthT 1 

—ar^— 

— 

Rto atRTTd, 

qri •to 4, 

efto RdT 

—— 

— 

—^— 

tmt tPm, dto 

*rpTT , Poi'ii qqr (fd^rr) 

— 

— 

44— 

qw d qto «rRT 

fjTRT TntT (fd^) 

dtftrR 

fw 1 

—— 

—trft— 

ift 

tmt d qto iiTRfT, RETT 

——4^1—“ 




[ro 7 6 / 1*151 n.-^og'o^ 85] 


O.N. 13.—Whereas the Election Commission is satisfied that each of the contesting candidates specified 
in column (4) of the table below at the general election to the House of the People as specified in column (2) and 
held from the constituency specified in column (3) against his name has failed to lodge account of his election 
expenses or failed to lodge the account within the time and or in the manner , as shown in column (5) of the said 
Table as required by the Representation of the People Act ,1951 and the Rules made thereunder ; 

And whereas the said candidates have either not furnished any reason or explanation for the said failure even 
after due notice or the Election Commission, after considering the representations made by them, if any is satisfied 
that they have no good reason or justification for the said failure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section lOA of the said Act, the Election Commission hereby declared the 
persons specified in column (4) of the Table below to be disqualified for being chosen as, and for being a member 
of cither House of the Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State/Lfnion Territory 
for a period of 3 years from the date of this order. 

TABLE 


S. Particulars of election S. No. & Name of the 
No. Parliamentary 

Constituency 

1. General Election to 13—Madhubani 

Lok Sabha, 1984. 

(from Bihar State) 


Name & Address of the Reason for 

contesting candidate disqualification 


4 5 

Shri Mukti Mohan Singh, Account not lodged. 
Vjll. & P.O. Shahpur, 

Via—Basaith Chanpura, 

Dist. Madhubani, 

Bihar. 



THE GAZETTE OF INDIA ; FEBRUARY 8,1986/MAGHA 19,1907 


[Part II^Sec. 3(iii)] 


I 2 

2. General Election to 
Lok Sabha, 1984. 
(from Bihar State) 

3. -do- 


4. -do- 


5. -do- 


6. -do- 


7. -do- 


8. -do- 

9. -do- 


10. -do¬ 


ll. -do- 


12. -do- 


13. -do- 


3 

4 

5 

13—Madhubani 

Shri Ravi Kumar, 

Musa Sah Building, 

Tower Chowk, 

Darbhanga (Bihar) 

Account not lodged 

-do- 

Shri Vijay Kumar Gupta, 
Vill. & P.O. Dewdha, 
Jaynagar, 

Madhubani (Bihar) 

-do- 

14—Jhanjhar Pur 

Shri Uma Kanta Rai, 

Vill. Mangrauni, 

P.O. Ganauli, 
Via-Andhrathari, 

Dist. Madhubani, Bihar. 

Failcd to lodge any 

account. 

15—Darbhanga 

Shri Braj Kishore Sahni, 

Moh. Benta Road, Sahganj, 
P.O. Laheriasara, 

Darbhanga (Bihar) 

Account lodged not in 
the manner. 

34—Nalanda 

Shri Girja Malakar, 

P.O. Sanda, 

Via—Islampur, 

Nalanda (Bihar) 

Failed to lodge any 
account. 

34—Nalanda 

Shri Ramdev Jamadar, 

Vill. & P.O. Parthu, 
Ekanagarsarai, 

Nalanda (Bihar) 

-do- 

34—Nalanda 

Shri Visheshwar Singh, 

Vill. Mirganj Sarmera, 

Dist. Nalanda Bihar. 

Failed to lodge any 
account. 

41—Jehanabad 

Shri Akil Ajit, 

Mahalla Lai Mandir, 

(East Side) 

Jehanabad Ward 

No. 11, Gaya, Bihar. 

Failed to lodge the 
account in manner. 

41—Jahanabad 

Shri Ram Ratan Choudhary, 
S/o Aganu Chaudhary, 

Vill. Saidpur, 

P.O, Lakhawar, 

P.S. Ghosi, Gaya, 

Bihar. 

Failed to ledge the 
account in the manner. 

41^ahanabad 

Shri Jai Nandan Sharma, 

S/o Padanathsingh, 

Vill. Surdaspur, 

P.O. Modan gapj, 

Julaphipur, Gaya, 

Bihar. 

Failed to lodge any 
account. 

41-rT.Jahanabad 

Shri Birendra Kutnar Singh, 
S/o Mahabir Singh, 

Vill. & P.O. Gadihara, 

P.S. Masauri, Patna, 

Bihar. 

Account not lodged. 

41—JaEanabad 

Shri Ram Jatan Prasad, 

S/o Ghanshyam Mahatb, 

Vill. Piraundhamath, 

P.O. Modanganj, 

P.S. Ghosi, Gaya, 

Bihar. 

-do- 
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1 2 3 

14. General Election to 41—Jahanabad 

Lok Sabha, 1984. 

(from Bihar) 


15. -do- 


41—Jahanabad 


16. -do- 


44—Chatra 


17. -do- 


44—Chatra 


4 

Md. Yusuf Azad, 

S/o Karim Mia, 

New Mahalla, 

Ward No. 4. 

P.O. Jahanabad, 

Gaya (Bihar) 

Shri Satya Prakash Singh, 
S/o Rajendra Singh, 

Vill. Sewanan, 

P.O. Nadaul, 

P.S. Jehanabad, 

Dist. Gaya (Bihar) 

Shri Faudar Yadav, 

Vill. & P.O. & P.S. 
Chaudauti, Gaya, 

Bihar. 

Shri Vinod Singh, 

ViU. & P.O. Malhana, 

P.S. Chandwa, 

Dist. Palamau, 

Bihar. 


5 

Account not lodged. 


-do- 


-do- 


-do- 


[No. 76/BR.HP/85] 


hf 14 1985 

ar. 14;—arfufwT i95i 

nft artr loe % t arru'l'i rr^sirr 

198 ^ ?T. It ferr htTT 9^^ ^ 

»JTT<rrq7r 4rr 16-11-1984 4T spprfw 

vw I I 

[t. 82/f^5n:-’^t. ^./( l/80)/85] 

f^, am 

HKd arrhliq' 

New Delhi, the Nth December, 1985 

O.N. 14.—In pursuance of Section 106 of the Represen¬ 
tation of the People Act, 1951 (43 of 1951) the Election 
Commission hereby publishes the judgment dated the 16th 
November, 1984 of the High Court of Judicatt.re at Patna in 
Election Petition No, 1 of 1980. 

INo. 82/BR-HP(l/80)/8.51 
By Order, 

BALWANT SINGH, Under Secy. 
Election Commission of India 

ELECTION PETTnON NO. 1 OF 1980 
In the matter of an application under section 81 of the 
Representation of People Act, 1951. 

Lakhan Lai Kapoor and others ...Petitioncis. 

Versus 

Sipt. Madhuri Singh ...Respondent. 

For the Intervenor-petitioner; Mr. Jageshwar Prasad 
Slnha. 

For the Respondent : M|s. Shyam Nandan Prasad Shar- 
ma, Ramanugrah Prasad Singh, Rana Pratap Singh 
No. 2 and Amrendra Kumar Singh. 


PRESENT : 

The Hon’ble Mr. Justice Shivanugrah Narain 

SHIVANUGRAH NARAIN, J., Ram BUas Yadav, petitioner 
No. 2, Lakhan Lai Kapoor, the inte.rvenor-petitioner and the 
respondent Smt. Madhuri Singh along with others had filed no¬ 
mination papers for election to the Lok Sabha from 84 Pumea 
Parliamentary Constituency. On 11-12-1979 which was the 
date fixed for the scrutiny of the nomination papers, all no¬ 
mination papers of the candidates except Ram Bllas Yadav 
were declared valid- A question arose whether Ram Bilas 
Yadav was disqualified from being a candidate and that ques¬ 
tion was decided by the Returning Officer, Purnea Parliamen¬ 
tary Constituency on 12-12-1979. The Returning Officer by 
hi.s order of that date held that Ram Bilas Yadav was appoint¬ 
ed an Assistant Government Pleader, Purnea and thus held 
an office of profit under the State Government and was, there¬ 
fore, disqualified from being a candidate at the election. The 
election was held on 6-1-1980 and after counting the respon¬ 
dent was declared elected on 8-1-1980 havina secured maxi¬ 
mum number of votes, namely, 1,63,022, Laknan Lai Kapoor 
the intervenor-clection petitioner obtained 53,233 and one 
Nitya Nand Arya chained 1,01,066 votes. The other contest¬ 
ing candidates .secured votes ranging from 869 to 4,563. 

2. On 30-1-1980 Ram Bilas Yadav along with an elector 
of the Constituency i.c. Bhubneshwnr Arya filed the present 
election petition for a declaration that the election of the 
respondent to the Lok Sabha from the aforesaid Constituency 
was void. The sole ground set out In the petition is that 
the nomination paper of Ram Bilas Yadav was improperly 
rejected. It is asserted that the Returning Officer wrongly 
held that Ram Bilas Yadav held an office of profit under the 
Slate Government and also that the Returning Officer discri¬ 
minated against Ram Bilas Yadav inasmuch as while he rejec¬ 
ted the nomination paper of Ram Bilas Yadav who was on 
the papel of Assistant Government Pleader, Purnea, he accept¬ 
ed as valid the nomination paper of Nitya Nand Arya who 
was on the panel of lawyers of the Commercial Tax Depart¬ 
ment of the Government of Bihar. 

3. Notice of the application was directed to be issued tty 
the sole respondent On 6-2-1980. But It was not found possi¬ 
ble to serve the notice on the respondent and steps for substi¬ 
tuted service were ordered to be taken by publication of the 
notice in the Indian Nation. A notice was published in, the 
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Indian Nation but due to some misfake in the notice, theCort 
directed the issue of a corrigendum and subsequently called 
upon the election petitioners to deposit publication costs for 
ublishing the corrigendum which cost was to he deposited 
y 25-2-1981, Lakhan Lai Kapoor filed a petition for adding 
him as a petitioner on the ground that the original election- 
petitioners were colluding with the respondent, and was not 
interested in prosecuting the election petition. The election 
petition as well as the petition for addition of party filed by 
Lakhan Lai Kapoor were dismissed by this Court by its order 
dated 27-2-1981 for non-compliance of some orders. But 
Lakhan Lai Kapoor appealed to the Supreme Court and by 
its order dated 22-11-1983 passed in Civil Appeal No. 2727 
of 1982, the Hon’ble Supreme Court set aside the order of 
dismissal and remanded the matter to this Court to consider 
the application of Sri Lakhan Lai Kapoor for being impleaded 
as a party and to dispose of the election petition, thereafter, 
expeditiously. By order No, 26 dated 26th February, 1984 
the petition was allowed and the Intervenor-electlon petition¬ 
er was granted time to deposit the publication cost and the 
corrigendum notice was directed to he published in the Indian 
Nation fixing 20-3-1984 as the date for appearance of the 
respondent and for filing written statement as well us for 
settlement of issues. The respondent appeared on 15-3-1984 
and on 20-3-1984 the petitioner filed a petition for recalling 
the order adding the intervener election petitioner as a peti¬ 
tioner in the case. That order was recalled by order No. 40, 
dated 14-4-11984 and after protracted hearing of the petitioner 
of the intervenor-petitioner which was strenuously contested 
by the respondent, by order dated 4th May, 1984 the inter- 
venor petitioner was directed to be added as ,an election- 
petitioner. 

4. In the meantime, the respondent filed his written state 
meet asserting that the nomination paper of petitioner No. 1 
Ram Bilas Yadav had been rightly i ejected as an Assistant 
Government Pleader because he held an office of profit under 
the State Government. The respondent also controverted the 
allegation of discrimination against the Returning Officer and 
asserted that the case of Nitya Nand Arya whose nomination 
paper was accepted as valid stood on a different footing. The 
following issues were framed ;— 

(1) Whether the election petition as framed is not main¬ 
tainable 7 

(2) Whether the election petitim contravenes the provi¬ 
sions of section 8l and 117 of the Representation of the Peo¬ 
ple Act, 1951 because it has been jointly filed by a candidate 
and an elector and only one set of costs by way of security 
has been deposited 7 

(3) Whether the election petition does not comply with 
the provisions of section 81 (3) of the Representation of Peo¬ 
ple Act. 1951, inasmuch as the election petition was not ac¬ 
companied by the requisite number of copies of the election 
petition duly signed and attested as required by section 81(3) 
of the Representation of the People Act, 1951 7 

(4) Whether the copy of the election petition served on 
the respondent is a copy duly atteste^i as required by section 
81(3) of the Representation of the People Act, 1951 and if 
not whether on that ground there has been a contravention 
of the mandatory provision of section 81(3) of the Act 7 

(5) Whether the election petition does not comply with 
the provisions of section 82 of the Representation of the Peo¬ 
ple Act, 1951 because of non-joinder of Nitya Nand Arya or 
the Returning Officer as respondents to the election petition ? 

(JS) Whether the election petition is, otherwise, not main- 
tainaWc because of the non-joinder of Nitya Nand Arya and| 
or of the Returning Officer 7 

(7) Whether for the reasons given in the written statement 
or apparent in the face of the record, the election petition 
does not comply with the provisions of section 83 of the Act, 
and-if so whether it is fit to be dismissed summarily 7 

(8) Whether the allegations or any of the allegations in 

the election petition are vague and fit to be struck out 7 


(9) Whether in view of the tern^js and conditions of his 
appointment iri A-sistunt Government Pleader by the Gov¬ 
ernment of Bihar, the petitioner no, 1, Ram Bilas Yadav 
was simply entitled to get fee for specific cases which were 
assigned to him and in which he worked or did the peti¬ 
tioner no, 1 get any monthly permanent remuneration to 
watch cases in Courts relating to land ceiling cases of Purnca 
District? 

(10) Whether though appointed as Assistant Government 
Pleader, petitioner no. 1 was at liberty to refuse to work in 
any revenue case assigned to him was free even to work 
against the Government in any particular case including 
revenue cases not assigned to him? 

(11) Whether any office was created for petitioner no, 1 
in his capacity as Assistant Government Pleader and whether 
staff was also pres ided by the State Government to maintain 
the office of petitioner no. 1 as Assisant Government 
Pleader? 

(12) Whether in view of the terms and conditions of his 
appointment as Assistant Government Pleader for revenue 
cases in the district of Purnea, the petitioner no. 1, Ram 
Bilas Yadav, held any office of profit under the Government 
of the State of Bihar, other than and office declared Parlia¬ 
ment by law not to disquality its hoWer for election to the 
Parilament? 

(13) Whether ttie nomination paper of petitioner no. 1 
was itoproperly rejected by the Returning Officer on the 
ground that the petitioner no. 1 held an office of profit 
undei the Slate Government? 

(14) Arc the petitioners or any of them entitled to a de¬ 
dal ation that the election of respondent, the returned candi¬ 
date to the House of People from 24 Purnea Parliamentary 
Constitutency in J.inuary. 1980' is void and to any other 
relief or reliefs? 

Subsequently by order no. 49 dated ■ 23-5-1984 following 
additional issue was framed ;— 

"Whether the order rejecting the nomination paper of 
petitioner no. 1 is improper because it contraveus 
Articles' 14 and 16 of the Constitution inasmuch as 
though Nitya Nand Arya was also an Assistant 
Government Pleader and the petitioner and Nitya 
Nand Arya were similarly situate, the nomination 
paper of Nitya Naiid Arya was accepted as valid,” 

I would, hereafter, refer to it as Issue No. 15. 

5. At the bcaiiiia neither the original petitioners appear¬ 
ed and evidence has been adduced only on behalf of the 
inlcrvcnor-clcction petitioner and the respondent. 

6. Issue No. 2~According to the respondent, the election 
petitioner contravenes the provisions of section 81 of the 
Representation of People Act, 1951, hereinafter referred to 
as ‘the Act’, because it was filed orginnlly jointly by a can¬ 
didate and by an elector Bhubanshwar Arya. Section 81 of 
the Act runs thus 

“Presentation of petition—(1) An election petition call¬ 
ing in question any election may be presented on 
one or more of the grounds sepcified in sub-seCtion 
(1) of section lOO and section 101 to the Election 
Commission by any candidate at such election or 
any elector within forty-five days from, but not 
earlier than, the date of election of the returned 
candidate, or if there are more than one returned 
candidate at the election and the dates of their 
election arc different, the latep of those two dates. 

Explanation—In thi.s sub-section, 'elector’ means a per¬ 
son who was entitled to vote at the election tb 
which the election petition relates, whether he has 
voted at such election or not. 

(2) An election petition shall be deemed to have pre¬ 
sented to the Election Ckimmission— 

(a) when it is delivered to the Secretary of tile Com¬ 
mission or to such other officer as may be' appoint¬ 
ed by the Election Commission in this behalf— 

(i) by the person making the petition, or 
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((ii) by a person authorised in -writing in this bihalf 
by the person making the petition; or 

fb) when it is sent by registered post and is delivered 
to the Secretary to the Commission or the officer 
so appointed.” 

Srr Sharma the learned counsel appearing for the respon¬ 
dent contends that section 81 uses the singular expression 
•any candidate’ or ‘any elector’ and, therefore, by necessary 
in.olication it prohibits and election petition to be iileQ 
jointly by more than two candidates or by a candidate or 
elector jointly. 

7. Section 13 of Ihc fieneral Clauses Act, 1897 provides 
that unless there is any thing to the contrary in the Act or 
otherwi-e, word in the expression singular should include 
the plural. Therefore, from the use of the singular num¬ 
ber the intention of the legislature to prohibit a joint peti¬ 
tion filed by more than one candidate or filed lomtly by 
an elector and a candidate cannot be spelt out Not only 

we do not find in the context anything to exclude the appJi- 
cution of the general rule that the singular includes plural 
there is clear indication in the Act itself tha, section 81 
contemplates a joint election petition. Section 110 of the 
Act provided “if there are more petitioners than one, no 
applicaion to withdraw an election petition shall be 
except with the consent of all the petitioner.s. Section 
providc.s : 

‘‘an election petition shall abate only on the death of 
a sole petitu ncr or of the survivor of several 

pelitioners." 

If therefore, the Act is read as a whole as it must be on 
general principles not only a joint election petition is not 
prohibited bv Ihe Act but is distinctly contemplated by the 
Act. As the election petitions can be filed under section 81 
alone, it must be held that a joint election petition either 
by two candidates or by one candidate and an elector or 
electors, i.s permissible under section 81 of the Act. Order 2 
Rule 1 of the Code of Civil Procedure, the provisions of 
which apply to trial of the erection petition, clearly per¬ 

mits the joinder of several plaintiffs who jointly or sepa¬ 
rately possess any right to the relief /IT respect of the same 
transaction, A candidate or an elettor both had a right 
to file an election petition to have the election declared vtoid. 
On general principles, joinder of .several petitions is, there¬ 
fore, not prohibited so long a common rigjit i.s being claim¬ 
ed in lespect of the same transaction. 

8. I an.' fortified in this conclusion bv ^tbe decision of three 

Election Tribunals reported in TV Election Eaw Report'141, 
V Election Law Report 303 and 'VI Election Law Report 

138. While the decision reported in V Election Law Re- 

port related to the election petition which had been filed 
by more than one candidate, the decisions reported in IV 
and VI Election Law Reports related to a joint nctiion fifed 
by electors and more one or more candidates. No decision 
either of any High Court or Election Tribunal taking a 
contrary view has been brought to my attention. It follows, 
therefore, that the, joint election petition by candidate and 
elector i.s not prohibited by section 81 and that the elec¬ 
tion petilion doe.s not contravene section 81 of ihc Act. 

9. Docs it contravene section 117 of the Acl? Sri Sharinu 
contends tliat it docs because admittedly onl’v one set of 
security for costs has been deposited. He urges that as 
there were two petitioners, two sets of security for costs 
should have been deposited. Section 117 runt as follows:— 

“Deposit of security.—The petitioner shall enclose with 
the petition a Government Treasury receipt .show¬ 
ing that a deposit or one thosuand rupees has been 
made by him cither in a Government Treasury or 
in the Reserve Bank of India in favour of the 
Flection Commission as security for the costs of 
the petition. ’ 

Here also Sri Sharma icHes on the use of the cxpre.ssion 
■petitioner’ in ihc singular number in seclion 117 of the 
.Act. He urges lhat the section .says that the petitioner i.e. 
each petitioner must denosit rupees two thousand as security 
costs. This argument is eompi'etely misconceived and was 


negatived by the Election Tribunal, Alltihabad in these 
words ;— 

“It is true lhat the section requires the petitioner to 
deposit Rs. lOflO. But the section conteiuplates a 
deposit of Rs. IflOO per petition. The object of 
demanding the security is to provide for costs of 
the petition. The costs of the petition would be 
the same whether the petition is filed by one per¬ 
son or by three persons. In our poinion it was 
suifieient for the three petitioners to depasit a sum 
Of Rs. lOOft as security under section il7 of the 
Act." (Vf Election Law Report 138 at page 144). 

I respectfully agree and adopt the aforesaid observations of 
the Election Tribunal', Allah,abad, In the case reported in 
V Election Law leporl 303 also it was held that a joint 
deposit of Rs. 1000 by two petitioners was adequate and 
be Tribunul ob'erved “the joint petition thus being valid 
and competent, it follows, in our opinion, that the require¬ 
ments of section 117 of the Act providing fee deposit of 
Rs. 1000 willi the petition arc satisfied” (at the time of this 
case before the Tiibiinal, the amount deposit required under 
section 117 was Rs. 1000), Issue No, 2 must, therefore, 
be answered in the ncg,afive and in favour of the election 
petitioner. 

10. Lssue No. 3,—This issue was not pressed by the learn¬ 
ed counsel’ for (he respondent and, therefore, it must be 
held that the election petilion complied with the provisions 
of section 81(3) of the Act and the issue is answered in 
negative, 

11. Issue No. 4.— The copy of the election petition served 
on the lespoiident has not been produced in this case. 'That 
copy was in the possession of the respondent. No evidence 
has been adduced giving reasons for non-production of the 
copy. ,Ati adverse inference roust, therefore, be drawn 
against the respondent and it must be held that the copy 
served was a copy duly attested under section 81 of the Act 
Etiriher, Ihe requirement of seclion 81(3) that the copy 
must be copy duly attested by the petitioners under his 
signature to be a true copy of the election petition applies 
only to the copies which arc required by section 81(3) of 
the Au to accompany the election petition. I does not 
apply to other copies which ny.iy be served on the respon¬ 
dent in pu.'suimce of order of the Court. That was speci¬ 
fically held bv me by order dated 13-12-1980, in Election 
Petition No, 34 of 1980. It must, therefore, lie held that 
there was no contravention of the provisions of section 
81(3) of the Acl and Esiie No. 4 must also be decided 
against the respondent. 

12. Issue Nos. 5 & 6.—It is conceded by the rearnod coun¬ 
sel for the respondent (hat as the order of (he Returning 
Officer has teen impugned on the ground of discrimination 
and the petitioner has alfeged that he has been discriminat¬ 
ed against vis-a-vis Nils'a Natid Aiya, the petition is bad for 
thcii nonjoinder. In my opinion, this contention is com¬ 
pletely iniMconccived. Section 82(a) provides that where 
the further declaration that he petitioner has been duly 
elected has not Iwcn claimed and e.xccpt in the case where 
any allegation of corrupt practice against any other candi¬ 
date is made in the petition oiiTy the returned candidate 
need be joined, no other person is, in such cases required 
to he joined by section 82 of the Act. Neither any declara¬ 
tion that the pefitioner be declared elected is claimed nor 
any allegation of corrupt practice has been made in this 
retition. Further, ns held by Ihc Siipremc Court in Jyoti 
Basil S'. Dchi Chosiil (A.I.R, 1982 SC 983) the only person 
who can he joined a, respondent to the election petition are 
candidates who are entitled to be so joined either under 
■■■eclion 82 or section 86(4) of the Act which provides for 
the loinder on his application in due time of any candidate 
Nitya Nand ,'\r\.i and the Returning Officer not being can¬ 
didates cm not be joined either under section 82 or section 
86 of the Act. I must also state tl\j)t the petitioner is not 
seeking any relief against Nitya Nand Arya, or asserting 
anything prejudicial to Nitya Nanda Arya for, according 
to the petitioner, the iiomiiiaf’on paper of Nitya Nand Arya 
w,as r'uhtly accepted a.s v/'id. No allegation of malaflde 
either h.as been rrodc against the Returning Officer, It is 
not stated that tliere was any intentional discrimination in 
favour Of Nitya Nand Arya or against Ihe petitioner. On 
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general principle^ also their joinder is not lequhcd. These 
two issues, therefore, must also he decided against the res¬ 
pondent and must be answered in the •negative. 

13. Issue Nos. 7 & 8.—It is urged on behalf of the res¬ 

pondent that the election petition docs not contain state¬ 
ments of the material facts' on which the petitioner relies. 
No other ground for contravening section 83 is urged. The 
sole question, therefore, is whether the material facts on 
which the petitioner telies have been set out. Now, us I 
have stated, the sole ground on which the el'ection petition 
is the improper rejection of nomination paper of Ram Bilus 
Yadav, petitioner no. 1. Now it is stated in the election 
petition that though the petitioner was appointed an Assist¬ 
ant Government Pleader, he was not a retained lawyer like 

the Government Pleader, he was not full-time employee of 

the Government, that he was entitled to appear against 
Government in cases in which he chose not to appear for 
the Government that he was free to reject any brief offered 

to him, that he did not receive any fired retainer fee, that 

he appeared for the Government on payment of fees the 
rates of which were specified in the petition and that he 
was not holding any permanent substantive position which 
had an independent existence, It was also asserted that he 
was not duty hound to work for Government in all cases. 
As' pointed out in Hardwari Lai Versus Knnwal Singh fA.I.R. 
1972 S.C, 515 at 520). material facts are facts which if 
established would give the petitioner the relief asked for. 
If all these facts are accepted, the petitioner may be en¬ 
titled to the finding that he did not hold any office under 
the Government and, therefore, was not disqualified under 
.\rticre 102 (1) of the Constitution. 

14. Mr. Shaniva contendes that he has not disclosed the 
terms of his appointment, This contention is completely 
misconceived. TTiat the petitioner was free to reject any 
brief, that he was free to appear against the Government in 
cases for the Government, that he was entitled to be paid 
fees, that is to say his remuneration, and tfcat he was not 
a retained lawyer, all these are terms and conditions of ap¬ 
pointment of Assistant' Government Pleader. In support 
of his argument, Mr, Sharma relied on the facts that the 
letter of appointment of Sri Ram Bilas Yadav was not an¬ 
nexed to the election petition. But though the terms and 
conditions of appointment as Government Pleader are mate¬ 
rial facts, the letter of appointment cannot be regarded as 
a. material fact. It is evidence of a material fact, namely, 
the ftrms and conditions of appointment of Raru Bilas 
Yadav. As pointed out in Manphul Singh v. Surinder Singh 
(A.l.R. 1973 S,C 2158), it is neither necessary nor per¬ 
missible for the elector to set out evidence in the election 
petition. 

15. I next turn to ihc aHcgation of discrimination. So 
far us this ground for impugning the order of rejection of 
the nomination paper is concerned, the relevant averments 
which are contained in paragraph 25 of the election peti¬ 
tioner are only to the extent that Sri Nitya Nand Arya was 
n panel lawyer of the Government of Bihar of the ron.vner- 
eial Tax Etepartment, he was appointed by the Finance De¬ 
partment of the Government of Bihar to appear in cases 
on behalf of the Government on payment of fee and the 
position of Nitya Nand Arya in this respect was the same 
to that of petitioner no. 1 and this was known to all. The 
facts on which the petitioner relies for substantiating the 
case of discrimination i.s that the position of Sri Nitya Nand 
Arya whose nomination paper was accepted was the same 
as that of petitioner no. I, and they are stated in the 
petition. It cannot, therefore, be said that the allegation 
of discrimination is completely vague and the respondent 
cannot properly controvert this allegation. As a matter of 
fact, in her written statement the respondent has contro¬ 
verted this allegation. The respondent has stated that Sri 
Nitya Nand Arya was not a retained lawyer like the peti¬ 
tioner no. 1 and was not getting any monthly remuneration 
rike petitioner no. 1, he was not provided offi-'e and stuff 
and he was under no obligation to watch Government cases 
other than those entrusted to hi mand he was at liberty to 
appear against Government in which he choss not to accept 
and was also free not to accept any brief of the Commercial 
Tax Department. As a statement has been made in para¬ 
graph 25 of the election petition that it was known to all 
that the position of Nitya Nand Arya was the same as 


that of petitioner, it may amount to an aver¬ 
ment that the discrimination made by the Return¬ 
ing O.fficcr was intentional and thus to an allega¬ 
tion of intentional discrimination, I, therefore, hold that 
the election petition complies with the provisions of sec¬ 
tion 83, that none of the allegations in the election peti¬ 
tion arc vague and fit to be struck out and the election peti¬ 
tion is not fit to be dsmssed summarly for contravention 
of section 83. Issue nos. 7 and 8 must, tbereforc, be ans¬ 
wered in the negative and against the respondent. 

16. Issue No. 1 ;—^No other defect in the frame of the 
election petition has been urged. It must, therefore, be held 
that the election petition is maintainable. Issue no, 1 must 
therefore, be answered in negative. 

17. Issue No. 9 :—The copy of the appointment letter of 
the petitioner has been exhibited and marked without ob¬ 
jection as Ext. 3. So far as the remuneration to which the 
petitioner was entitled is concerned, the only relevant 
statement in the letter of appointment is as follows ;— 

"The fees admissible to Assistant Government Pleader 
will be payable to Sri Yadav for conducting those 
cases.’’ 

There is no oral evidence icgardiiig the remuneration pay¬ 
able to Sri Ram Bilas Yadav for working as Assistant Govern¬ 
ment .Pleader. The only materials on point are the sums 
claimed by and paid to Sri Yadav for appearing in cases 
which are evidenced by the photostat copy of treasury 
voucher no. 186 corresponding to bill no. io9|4 of 79-80 
of the iPtirnea Treasury. This voucher shows that payment 
of Rs. 1340]- according to the bill submitted by him was 
made to Sri Ram Bilas Yadav, Assistaut Government Pleader 
for his appearing in the cases noted therein. The period 
of the bill is March, 1979 till May, 1979. From the bill 
it appears that fees have been claimed for appearing in the 
cases detailed in the hill on various dates according to the 
time occupied, If only one hour was occupied, rhen the fee 
charged and paid was Rs, 2()|- and if four honours and 
more were occupied, then the daily fee charged and paid 
was Rs. 30|-. There is no reference to any fixed monthly 
remuneration that is to say, any fixed retainer fee. The 
absence of any fixed retained fee therein, in my opinion, 
clearly shows that the petitioner was not entitled to any 
fixed monthly remuneration as rstiiiner fee, he was paid 
fee for the cases in which he appeared, Issue No, 9 is ans¬ 
wered accordingly. 

18. Issue no. 10 ;—Admittedly, Sri Ram Bilas Yadav, 
Advocate, the petitioner no, 1 m this Court was at the 
relevant time a lawyer on the panel of Assistant Govern¬ 
ment Pleaders for the district i f Piirne i. The order of 
appoinment of Sri Ram Bilas Yadav, hereinafter called ‘the 
petitioner Yadav’, is contained in a letter of the Under 
Secretary to the Government of Bihar in the Law Depart¬ 
ment, dated 7 December, 1978 addressed to the District 
Magistrate, Purnca and the subiect matter of the letter is 
Appointment ^)f Advocate for conducting cases relating to 
the Land Ceiling Act in Purnea dlstiict. The letter which, is 
in Flindi translated into English and so far as it is rele¬ 
vant runs thus ;— 

"In continuation of letter no. 7881 J. dated 5-12-78 
of the Law (Judicial) Department on the above 
subject, I am directed to say that the State Govern¬ 
ment have been pleased to appoint Sri Ram Bilas 
Yadav, Advocate, Purnca in the panel of Assis¬ 
tant Government Pleaders of the district of 
Purnea and simultaneously the State Government 
has also directed that Sri Yadav alone shall con¬ 
duct the cases relating to the Land Ceiling Act 
of Ptirnea Sadar comprised in the district of 

Purnea. In course of conducting those cases fees 
admissible to Assistant Government Pleader shall 
he payable to Sri Yadav,’’ 

It is clear from the aforesaid letter of appointment that 
all the cases in Purnca Sadar relating to Land Ceiling Act 
were to be conducted by Sri Yadav alone. That is to say, 
by this order the petitioner Yadav was not only appointed 
Assistant Government Pleader but was also assigned ell the 
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cases Ill Purnea Sadar relating to the Land Ceiling Act. Ac- 
coidiiig to the terms of appoinimeat, therefore, hri Yadav 
was noti an Assistant Government Pleaoer vvno did ouiy 
such cases as v/ould be assigned to hini from lime lo time 
by tile competent authority. The letter of appointment 
opeiates as general order of assignment of oil cases retat- 
ing to Land Ceiling Act in Purnea Sadar which obviously 
means pending before the authorities in Purnea, to the 
petition^- Yadav. As all the cases of that category were 
assigned to the petitioner Yadav, petitioner Yadav not only 
acquired a right to conduct all those cases, but he was 
also enfrusted with the duty of conducting those cases. 
Thus under the terms of appointment an obligation was 
imposed upon petitioner Yadav to conduct for the Govern¬ 
ment all cases relating to the Land Ceiling Act arising in 
or pending before the authorities in Purnea. As such an 
obligatif^ was imposed upon him by the letter of appoint¬ 
ment aisl it is not dispute that petitioner Yadav accepted 
the appointment on the terms mentioned in the aforesaid 
letter of appoitment an obligation to appear for the Govern¬ 
ment in all cases relating to the Ceiling Act in Purnea 
Sadar except perhaps ih exceptional circumstances e.g. in 
ea^ in'Which on account of personal interest Sri Yadav 
was disqualified from appearing for the Government, 
was: imptoed on Sri Yadav. -He was, therefore, under the 
teims to his appointment not a libety to refuse to work in 
the caseti; of the category specified in the letter >of appointment- 
Of course, in regard to other cases including revenue cases 
which did not come under the category specified in the 
appointment letter, there was no obligation on him to work 
for the CrOvemment. The first part of tbs issue is answered 
accordingly. As the letter of appointment by necessary impli¬ 
cation provides that the petitioner Yadav was not at libe- 
rary to refuse to work for the State Government any case 
relating to Land Ceiling Act in Purnea Sadai-. oral evi¬ 
dence op the point is not of any consequence. 1 may stale 
that the! iiitervenor iietitioner examined himseif as P.W.l 
and asserted that the petitioner Yadav was free to decide 
whether or not to appear for tbe State CiovenimePt in 
any case in the Revenue Department. His evidence on 
this pojijit is completely useless as the question hns to be 
decided isolely on the basis of the terns of fp;o::,it- 

ment which have been reduced to the form of a docu¬ 
ment, Ext. 3 and those terras are m/urnliiguous. 

19. So far as the second part of the issue, namely, 

whether; the petitioner Yadav was free to -work against 
the Government in any particular case including revenue 
eases nof assigned to him, it is not disputed by Sri Sharma 
appearing on behalf of the respondent that, except in 
regard fp the Land Ceiling Act cases in Purnea Sadar all 

of whicti have been assigned to him, the petitioner Yadav 

was at liberty to work against the Government in any 
particular case not assigned to him. In view of this 
concession on the question of fact, it is not necessary to 
refer to; the evidence on the point, I may, however, state 
the Sri Ghose, a lawyer practising in the courts of iPumea 
admitted in reply to a Court question that petitioner- 
Yada-v did appear in criminal cases against tbe State Gov¬ 
ernment. In view of this admission by Sri Ghosh, it is 
difficult to accept the avidence of Sri Thakur (P.W. 1), 
another lawyer practising at Purnea sug.gesfing that the peti¬ 
tioner Yadav vrhiJe Assistant Gov'evnarent Pleader iKd net 
appear against Geverruaent in other case. It may bs that 
he personally did not see pe iti iner L .:d.:;,v vvorkhg in any 
esse agains! the Sta'j Gove.’: r, du-iiig ih’u perit'd. The 
STieond part cf issue no. 10 ronsi, ti.evv'ore, b,’ susweecd 
in tile affiimalive subjiv.;' to shis ci iiif'. irion that all the 
cases re.latir!g to Lan J Ceil r.g Ac! in pu-rria SnVAivisjon 
hf'd been assigned to 11 and c'pv s n"l at 

liberty tb werk against -he Go.cm'.’jv; t .c.c to ts which 
bad been • assigned to him. 

20. 1 ! should have .staled that a number of witnesses 
have de«ppsed that the petitioner Yadav did not accept 
briefs against the Government in cases relaring to Land 
Ceiling Act. It is sufficient to refer to the evidence of Sri 
Chose (R.W; It)). Awadesh Singh (R.W. IT), and Sri 
Mar>daIif(R.W. 12) fli of whom are lawyers pract'sing in 
Purnea. ishri Ghose stated that Ram Bilas Yadav entrusted 
to him ^ land ceiling case of his relative stating that he did 
not apepar against the State GoveTnrnent in land ceiling 
pses aiid Sri Awadhesh Kumar (R.W. 11) who was a 
junior of the Petitioner Yadav, used to bring land ceiling 
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cases to him saying that petitioner Yadav would not appear 
them against ttie State Government, fne eviuence of Sri 
Ghose mat Ram Bilas Yadav dia not appear against toe 
State Goveriujseiit m Laud Geiang cases was a.iackcd by 
the learned counsel for the petitioner as admissible as hear¬ 
say oemg the siaiement oi a person wuo iias not oecn 
examined as a witness. Out Ram Bilas Y'adav is the peti¬ 
tioner m tuis case and his statement to Sri Ghose that he 
did not appear aga.nst the State Government m Land 
Ceiling casts amounts to an admission by the petitioner 
Vauav and is admissioie as admission. Sri Chose and K.Ws. 
If and 12 are all practising lawyers but merely because 
petitioner Yadav is a fellow lawyer and he appears to be 
colluding with the respondent, 1 am not prepared to tcjbct 
their lesumony. Their testimony on tbe point in accord with 
the' profitbUdies of the case for acc<ai.ding to the teims of 
appointment Sri Yadav had to appear for the Government in 
ail me cases in Purnea Sadar relating to Land vCeitiag 
cases -1 


21. Issue Nos. 11 and 12 .-—These issues are inter connect¬ 
ed and are tnerefoie, taken up together. The inteivenor elec¬ 
tion petitioner (P.W-1) deposed that no office or stalf was 
provided to Ram Bilas Yadav. But he is tbe solitary witness 
examined'on behalf of the petitioner and wben/taefe 'is 
evidence to tbe contrary, bis evidence cannot be accepted 
at its face value. On behalf of the respondent, a large num- 
bem of witnesses have been examined who have ‘ aeposed 
that part of the room which was the chamber' of tlie Gov¬ 
ernment Pleader. Purnea bad been enclosed by wooden 
partition and that enclosed space served as the Camber of 
petitioner Yadav where he kept his briefs and used as office. 
They also deposed that a Government employee was attach¬ 
ed to the office for the Land Ceiling ca?es. The witnesses 
on the point are P.Ws. 1, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 10, 11 and 12. All 
of them have deposed that petitioner Yadav had a chamber 
which was separate from the chamber of the Government 
Pleader. It has been clarified in the evidenee of some of : 
them that the chamber was siiuate in the same room as 
that c'ccupied by the Government Pleader but it lyas separat¬ 
ed from his chamber by means of a wooden partition. Out 
of these R.Ws. 1, .5, 6, to 8, 10 to 12 are lawyers practising 
Purnea court, while R.W. 4 is a cultivator who had request¬ 
ed petitioner-Yadav to appear in a Land Ceiling Case 
on his behalf. It is true that petitioner Yadav and tlie 
aforesaid lawyer witnesses are membei-s of the same frater¬ 
nity and practising of the sarae court and are, therefore 
excepted to have some alfinity with the Petitioner Yadav. It 
also seems that j^titioner-Y'adav is not interested in pro¬ 
secuting this election petition and it may well be that he 
has been gained over by the res]xindent. But merely because 
of that reason, 1 am not prepared to discard the testimony 
of all these lawyers. Sri Ghose (R.W. 10) candidly accept^ 
contary lo the case of the respondent that petitioner Y^adav 
did appear in criminal cases against the State Government. 
The lurervenor-petiiioner (P.Wl 1) did not doubt depose 
that no office or staff was provided to Ram Bilas Yadav, 
but 1 am not prepared to prefer the testimony of the 
election petitioner to that of Sri Ghose (R.W. 10) and 
other lawyer witnesses for the respondent. Though it appears 
fio.ra the order r'-i.et (Elxt. 2) of the Re'.urn ing Officer dated 
11-’''-I'S"!.) objoc;,,r,ii :;rs id:; riorninaimn paper 'vas 

ralset?, pitilionor Y'sdav prayed for cue day’s time to prove 
that he was not i'olcing any office cf prcfif, Sri Kapoor 
(iP.V/ 1) who cl-ims lo have been r.r.issm at the time of 
rcr-u: riy l.a. c-i ....n d i.i L tlie petiiiooer had 

pray:; ’ ■ r r i ■ _ rf 'ny o' n-irii-p G,. paper 

to the next day and rrJy affR’- ferd'or qi>e:ticn nv he ''d- 
it::.yel Y : n ‘ .1, , he world produce 

e u'ki ’ ’c -•> A- d ' n t procure the 

evidence o’i the vciy dav on which the C'bicction was raised. 
7'heTcforc, a.r-art from being hif’.hly partisan. Sri Lakhan I al 
Karoor (P.W. 1) 's not a straight forivard witness. T would, 
therefore,, rccopt the evidence cf the aforesaid witnesses on 
■ behalf, of the ’■jsr.ondents 'v'h.o have been rubiec’ed to cro’-s- 
exarainrfion hut nothing h.as been elid ed in crosr-exaroina- 
tion which discreditg this part, of their evidence. 1 .would, 
thcefore, accept, the evidence that Ram Bilas Yadav used 
to si* in n oart o'! the room occupied- by the Government 
pleader which part was separated from tbo other part of the 
room by means of a wooden partition. There is, however, no 
evidence, on the record which would show as to wIkt had 
allotted that accommodation to the petitioner Yadav. v. R. W, 
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5 who is an Advocate slated that so tat as he was aware 
the chamber of the Government Pleader was allotted by the 
Itisinei Judge and lliat he did not know who had allotted 
the chamber to petitioner Yadav, whether the District Judge 
Or the Government Pleader. On the evidciiee, thcretoie, 
it cannot de ruled out laat petitioner Yadav was recupying 
a portion of the room in which the chamber of the Govern¬ 
ment pleader was situate with the permission of tile Govern¬ 
ment pleader. 

22. bri Ghose (R.W- 10) also deposed that one Sri 
Surendra Prasad an Upper Division uiern of the Purnca 
Cohecioruic had been provided lo petitioner Yadav and was 
attached to him. Ho further deposed that an Assistant of 
the Collcciorate sometimes Uicd to receive copies of tne 

ciidon cic, which he used lo serve on peliliune.-Yad.v. 
he evidence of R.W li anoiher lawyer is to die sa r.c 
eUcjt e.-.cept tniu he dues nnt atale that Surendm Puisiid 
accepted notice on bchah of peti.i.insr Yad^v, the eviaence 
of R.Vv. 12 is on the s-me lines .is Hint of R.W. ll. RWs 1 
and 4 to 8 also deposed substantially to the same effect, but 
they do not disclose the name of tire Government employee 
who was attached lo the petit.oner-Yadav. Though all '.hc.e 
Wtnesses have been cress-examihed, nothing has been elicited 
in their cross-examination which would discredit their testi- 
mohcv in th s Couri. It is true that none of them had seen 
the letter of any authority by which the clerk was deputed 
to the office of petitioner-Yadav but that does not detract 
from the reliability of their testimony that a Government 
employee was working along with ^titioner-Yadav. The 
evidence is also not improbable. It has come in evidence 
of R.W. 10 that there were a large number of cases relating 
to Land Celling Act in Purnea courts and there is nothing 
unusual if a clerk was deputed by the Purnea Collectorate 
to look after the cases and asist petitioner-Yadav who was 
the lawyer inchapge of those cases. But as no documentary 
evidence regarding the deputation of the clerk has been 
brought on the record, I think the evidence adduced on 
behalf of the respondent conies to this that an Assistant of 
the Purnea Collectorate was used to be present in the office 
of petitioner-Yadav and be often accepted notice in Land 
Ceiling cases meant for the petitioner Yadav and thus a 
Government employee was assisting Sri Yadav in the dis¬ 
charge Of his duty. On these materials, however it is not 
possible to bold that the services of that Assistant were 
placed under the control of petitioner-Yadav. 

23. It is on the aforesaid facts found by me that the 
question has to be decided whether the petitioner Yadav 
was holding an office of profit under tpe State Government. 
Though the Reluming Officer had referrcil to Article 191(1) 
(a) of the Constitution but that is obviously mistake for 
Article 102(1) (a) of the Act, Act 191(1) (a) sets out the 
disqualification for membership of the State Legislatures. 
The Article dealing with the disqualification for the mem¬ 
bers of the Parliament is Article 102. A Article 102(1) (a) 
runs as follows ; 

'TMsqualification for membership—(I) A pwrson shall 
be disqualified for being chosen as, and for being, 
a member of eiher House of Parliament— 

(a) if bo holds any office of profit under the Gov¬ 
ernment of India or the Government of any 
State, other than an office declared bv p.arliamcnt 
by law not to disqualify its holders-” 

It is conceded by the learned counsel for the petitioner that 
the Post nf A'^sistant Government Plead'-r is not pp office 
decla ed by anv Pnili'’mppi bv I'w not to f’isau''l'fy 
the holder. Tt is aho ('nncerl-d ip mv opin''on-ri'’h‘1v by 
the learned counsel for the petitioner that if the post Assis¬ 
tant Government Pleader held by petitioner-Yadav hs an 
office of profit, it is an office of profit under the State 
Government. Admittedly, the petitioner was a lawyer in the 
panel of Assistant Government Pleader, Purnea. The ques¬ 
tion for decision, therefore, is whether the post held bv 
the petitioner-Yadav at the relevant time was an office and 
If so whether It was an offise of profit. 

24. The learned counsel for the petitioner did not concede 
that If the aforesaid post was an office, it was an office 
of profit and argued that it was not an office of pnffit. The 


argument is plainly unlcnuDlo and completely devoid oi subs¬ 
tance. it IS uic aumiLicu posuiuii tnai me pe-ioouer lailav 
was entitled unner me terms or appoiUuiue.il lO payiricni 
auU tuu receive paymeut ny way oi iccs lor me ca..e.^ .vruuu 
nc coudu-ied. He was, Iheretore, cieaiiy reccivmg rcmuncra- 
lion in Uie shape oi lees lor ihc work uoue uy mm lor 
tne ouveiniiie.il.. lhat uenig so, ii is mauuest uuai li the 
peliuoner ladav was hulamg an olilco, it v/as an oliice 
ot pruiit. In js.ania js-aihuiia versus ivianak chuuu (.A.l.K.) 
fy/U £>.o. byn) Wuiuh was Sire|iiu 0 usly leued upon py the 
learned euunsei lor me pcuLioucr, lUc appcuaui wno was an 
Advoeuic nad ueen apjjum.cd as npeciai ciuyemuient i-ieader 
lo coiiduet a ease on ucnad ot me oiam or iiuajusman a.o.ig 
wiih me oovernmeuL aurocaue, Jcdiipi.r aud sue was m get 
her share of lee out ot the daily lee of Ks. lYO payaolc to 
one anouher lawyer wno had prcviu..siy ocen appom.ed to 

a.'.uiu me Oo.C. LllKIli. j-iuVeCaiC. lue mUjOiUy Oi thc 

Supreme Uomt hcid that the cugageuicui oi the appeliani 
us hpe.ici Uovcriiu.cnt pleader uiid uut amount to aiJi.i.u.i- 
ment lo an oiricc Put Sikn, J, (as lie then was) who spoke 
tor the mujorny in ihc case observed Ihcre is no uuuoi 
that if her engagement as Special Government pleader 
amounts to appommient to an office it would be an oliice 
of profit under thc Slate Government of Rajasthan” (at page 
700 of the report). In thc case reported in A.l.R. 1954 S.C. 
€53 though it was held that thc unofficial k.haimiaii of a 
Municipality who is entitled to draw fee of Rs, 6/- for each 
sitting of tlie committee, docs not hold an office ol profit 
because payment is not to be taken by way of remuneration 
or profit but is given to him as a consolidated payment tor 
pocket expenses incurred in attending the meeting, it was 
pointed out that the word ‘profit’ connotes the idea of 
pecuniary gain and if there is a gain, its quantum or amount 
would not be material except for deciding whether thc office 
really carries a profit A lawyer who received briefs and 
is paid his fee, certainly is a person to whom pecuniary 
gain accrues, 

25. The next question is whether the position which peti¬ 
tioner Yadav occupied as Assistant Government Pleader was 
an office. This raises a question of considerable difficuliy. 
The expression ‘office’ was considered by a Constitution 
Bench of the Supreme Court in Kanta Kathuria’s case (Supra) 
and speaking for the majority of the Supreme Court Sikri, 

I. (as he then was) held that the expression ‘office’ o cur- 
ring In Article 191 (l)(a) means an office which exists inde¬ 
pendently of thc holder of the office and Sikri, J.quoted with 
approval thc observations of Justice Rowlat in (1922) 8 Tex 
Case 231 lhat office meant "an office or an employment which 
was a subsisting, permanent, substantive position, which had 
an existence independent from the person who filled it, 
which went on and was filled in sucession by suc essivc 
holders. “In Mahadeo versus Shantibhai (1969)/2 S.C.R. 422) 
the question came up for decision whether a lawyer who 
was on a panel of Railway Pleaders for conducting suits 
filed against the Union of India representing thc Railway 
administration in the court at Ujjain held an office and the 
Supreme Court had to construe the meaning of term ‘office' 
of profit under the Union of India which disqualified for 
membership of the Madhya Pradesh Lagislativc Assembly 
and decided whether thc lawyer held an office of profit under 
the State Government within the meaning of expression as 
used in Article 191(l)fa) of thc Constitut’on of India. Milter, 

J. who .spoke for the Supreme Court in that ease quott d v/ith 

apnroval the meaning of office given by Hidavatullah, C.J, 
speaking tor the Supreme Court in the case of Statesman Ltd, 
versus H.Pv. Deb (1968) 3S.C.R. 614 and held that "An 

office means no more than a position to wh'ch certain duties 
are attai'tied.” And the Sunreme Court decided the rase on 
the footing that by office is meant the rlcht and duty to 
exercise employme-it or a position to whi'h certain d”fies 
are attached. In determining whether the position of Aasis- 
trnit Government Pleader held by the petitioner Yadav was 
an office within the meaning of expression as used in Article 
102 (IXa) of the Constitution, we have to apply the two 
tests laid down by the Supreme Court in the aforesa'd two 
cases. It is true that the Supreme Co”rt ip the arnr'-sBj't ‘wn 
cases was determining the meaning of thc expression ‘Office 
as used in Article 191(lXa) of the Constitution and not as 
used in Article 102flXa) of the Constitution, But there 

be no doubt and it has not been disputed that the expression 
‘office’ In Article 102(lXa) has the same meaning as la 
Artick 191(lKa). 
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1 26. Before proceeding further, it is necessary to recaptu- 
Jatc the terms and conditions of the appointment of peti¬ 
tioner Yadav as Assistant Government I’lender. They are 
as follows:— 

tf) He was appointed to the panel uf Assistant Govcrnnic.it 
Pleaders, Pumea district. 

fii) AH the cases before the authorities in Puriica Sadai 
relating to the Land Ceiling Act were to be conducted on 
behalf of the State Governmeul by petitioner Vadav and not 
by any one else. 

' (iiil Petitioner Yadav was not at liberty cither to work 
against the State Government or to refuse to work the State 
Government (barring perhap.s some cases) in cases before the 
anlhorities at Purneii Sadar relating to the Land Ceiling Act. 

<iv) Petitioner Vadav was at liberty to appear against the 
State Governrnent even in cases before the authorities at the 
court of Purnea Sadar vshicli did not relate to the land 
Ceiling Act and did appear against the State Government 
in criminal cases. 

(v) Sri Yadav was not paid any fixed sum as retainer fee 
and was only entitled to fees in respect of cases in whkii 
he appeared for the Stale. 

(vi) As Assistant Government Pleader, Sri Yadav had .i 
place assigned to him in the room of the Government Ple¬ 
ader, Pitmea and a Clerk of the Purnea Collectorate assisted 
him in the discharge of his duties as Assistant Government 
pleader. ’Lhcre is no evidence as to the period for which the 
petitioner Yadav was appointed Assistant Govern¬ 
ment pleader, hut we may take judicial notice of the fact 
that the appointment of an Assistant Government Pleader in 
the State of Bihar is not permanent appointment but ai 
appointment for a certain period. 

27. In view of terms aud conditions of the appointment 
of petitioner Yadav U is, in my opinion, difficult to resist Ihe 
conclusion that petitioner Yadav held a position to which 
certain rights and duties were attached. By virtue of the ap¬ 
pointment, unless the appointment was terminated, he had 
the right and in deed the duty, to conduct on behalf of the 
State Government all cases relating to the Land Ceiling Act 
before the authorities at Purnea Sadar. As he was the only 
one lawyer who was to conduct cases in relation to Land 
Ceiling Act in Purnea Sadar for the Government his right 
and duty to conduct those eases was not dependent on tiK 
assignment of any particular case to him. Irrespective of any 
subsequent order so long as his appointment continued and 
was not terminated eitherby himself or the State Government, 
he was not free to accept a brigf in the case relating to the 
Land Ceiling Act in Purnea Sadar against the State Govern¬ 
ment and so long as his appointment continued it was his 
duty to conduct and, therefore, to watch all cases relating to 
Land Ceiling Act filed or pending at that time In Purnea 
Sadar on behalf of the State Government, And ih's was so 
even in. the absence of any instructions regardmo .anv nani- 
ciilar case being given to him. The duty to watch cases was 
necessary implicit in the duty to conduct all such cases. It 
is true as appointed out by the learned counsel for the 
intervenor-Petitioner, that to be able to conduct cases in¬ 
struction frdm he Slate authorities was ncccssAry, records of 
the cases had to be made available to him, witnesses etc. 
had to be produced and so on. No lawyer can work unlesa 
the client instructs him properly. But as I have said already, 
the duty to conduct all cases of a particular category neces¬ 
sarily carried with it the duty to watch all cases of that catc- 
gdry and in the event of want of specific instructions to try 
to Obtain Sdjoumment for obtaining instructions in the case. 
I may reiterate that this duty or obiltgation continued, for 
thd period of appointment and during its subsistence. The 
petitioner was the lawyer in charge of the case relating to 
the Land Gdiling Act' in Purnea Sadar and, therefore, by 
virtue of his appointment and the position Which he held, 
certain duties were imposed on and certain rights were con- 
febred upon him. The fact that the petitioner Vadav w'as 
free to apnear against the State Government in cases not 
relating tO Land Ceillnp! Act. do not, in my oninion, detract 
frOm the position (hat by virtue of his annoiiitmbnt certaitr 
duties Were imnosed and certain rights were conferred on 
him. Meretv because the scope of the duty is restricted and 
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not all embracing it cannot be said that no duties are imposed 
on the person occtipying that position. As the duly was of 
representing the State Government and appearing for and 
conducting the cases of the State Govcinment, the duties, 
must be nelJ to be of a public character. In my opinion, 
therefore, as Assistant Government Pleader Incharge of Land 
Veiling ACt eases of purnea Sadar, Petitioner Yadav occu¬ 
pied a position or place to which duties, more or less of 
public character were attached. The position held by the 
petitioner Yadav as .Assistant Government Pleader, therefore, 
passes the test o! public otfice us laid in Mahadeo’s case 
(supra). 

28. The question whether the position_ salislies the other 
lest of office laid down in Kanta Kathuria’s case (supra) is 
more difficult to answer. The test laid down in Kanta 
Kalhiiria's case (si.pra) is the existence of the position of 
cHiilice independently of the holder ot the office which lest was 
called by Krishana Iyer, L Speaking for the Supreme Couit 
in Madhukar v, .Taswnnt (1976) Supreme Court Report 832 
at 853 critical lest. The question for decision, therefore, is 
whether the post of Assistant Government Pleader incharge, 
of cases in relation to the Land Ceiling Act in Purnea is a 
post of position which existed independently of petitioner 
Yadav the holder of the office for the time being. The office 
of the .Assistant tjoverfiment Pleader incharge of the cases 
relating to Land Ceiling Act in Purnea is in one sense an 
office independ of the incumbent of that office, because even 
ff the holder of the office is no longer there or does not 
continue to hold it the office would continue in the sense 
that it would he necessary for the State Government to have 
someone who would conduct on its behalf as its lawyer the 
case relating to the Land Ceiling Act in Purnea SBunr-) Tn 
another sense the position may be regarded as having no 
independent existence for the Government may decide not to 
have any one lawyer as the lawyer inebarge of all cases re¬ 
lating to the Land Ceiling Act in Purnea Sadar. It. may choose 
to-have a number of lawyer for that purpose, doing cases 
assigned to them. But in view of the decision in MahadeOs 
case (Supra) as interpreted in Kan la Kathura s case (supra) 
I am inclined to hold, though not without hesitation, in 
favour of the existence of the position or office independently 
of the holder. 

29 In Mahadco’s case (supra) the terms and conditions of 
the appointment of the lawyer on the panel of Railway 
Pleader which were regarded as relevant were (i) that he 
would not accept any brief against any Railway m any court 
(ii) Whether not the Railway Administration had engagwl 
him in any litigation pending in the Court, it was Ins duW to 
watch all cases Coming up for hearing against the Railway 
administration and to give timely intimation of the same to 
the offi-c of Chief Commercial Superintendent and if ncce^ary 
to obtain an adjonrnment to protest the interest of the Rail- 
wav. He would get his fees only if he appeared in the case 
and it was not necessary that the case wh'ch he watched 
and got adioumed would necessarily he entrusted to him. But 
if it was not entrusted he would be paid Rs. 5 for that 
adioiirnment. The Supreme Court a.s T have already stated, 
that the lawyer held an Oflfl''e of profit. Tn Kanta Kath’iria s 
case (s'lnral lh<* araiiment was pres.sed upon the 'Cn"’-'—-e 
Court that the test that in order to constitute an office within 
the meaning of Article 191 (Dfa), (he office should have an 
e-f’s'etve indeeendent or the holder of the office vvas con¬ 
trary to the view taken by the Supreme Court in Mahadeo’s 
case (supra). That argument was rejected by Sjkri, .T, (as he 
then was) speaking for the majority of the Supreme Court in 
these words:—' 

“That case in no way militates against the view which 
we have taken in this rase’’. 

(1970) 2 S.e.R. 835 at 849). 

Their Lordship, of, the Supremo Court in Kanta-ICathui'a’s 
case held that the position of a lawyer on the (lartel of Rail¬ 
way .pleaders who was bound tq watch all the cAses of Rad- 
waV administration and was Pot free tn accept a ^rief against 
Railway administration was like that of a Stand'pe Coimsel 
nnu the office that he held existed, indencndcn*lv of'the holder. 

30 Now the I.awver on the panel jp Mah,ad*o-"s f-as" was 
not eptri'stcd whh all the Cases aeainst the Railway admi-i- 
straiiop in the local area (or whLh he had hpen aPP-'i^ted, 
he could anpcBr exeertt fo- th.; piirunse of raV-‘ptr' adiourn- 
mCni. Only ip the ^ases which were as.sii?'’ed *n h’m.pnd'hc 
cull'd pet fees only for those ruses. Ip the present care, as 



54 


THE GAZETTE Of INDIA ; FEBRUARY 8,1986; M AGHA 19,1907 IPart II—Sec. 3(iii)j 


1 have already jx>intcd out. under the term? ol his appoint¬ 
ment petitioner fadav was net the sole lawyer enipdwered to 
and bound to, appear tor the State Government in cases 
relating to the Land Ceiling Act in Pumca Sadar. A duty o£ 
watching of such cases was necessarily imposed upon him. 

If the lawyer in Mahadeo’s case could be regarded as virtually 
the Standing Counsel of the Railway administration, 1 do 
not sec any reason why petitioner Yadav can be regarded 
the Standing Counsel of the State Government iot caws 
lelating to 3ie Land Ceiling Act in Purnca Sadar. It is liuc 
that unless any other case v^as specifically assigned to him, 
Sri Yadav was not under a duty to watch cases of the State 
Government other than the Land Ceiling Act cases and his 
libeiiy to appear against tiie State Government was taken 
away only in respect of Land Ceiling Act cases. But in in\ 
opinion, this only means that he was a Standing Courwl oi 
the State Government not for all cascr. but only for caws 
of a particular category. It tbe lawyer lu Mabcdco’s case 
(supra) could be regarded as a Standing Counsel of the Rail- 
wny administration, and holdina an office which had an 
existence independent of its holder, there is all the more 
reason for r^arding petitioner Yadav' ai. Standing Counsel 
of the State Government for cases relating to the Land Ceil¬ 
ing Act in Pumea Sadar and holding ar. office which has an 
independent existence. It Is well known that the panel of the 
Assistant Government Pleader is a permanent panel thougli 
the persons on that panel may be changed where a person 
on that panel by virtue of his appointment is vested with 
certain rights and duties with regard to all case of the 
Government of a particular category he is a person more 
like a Standing Counsel than the lawyer who is engaged in 
a particular case. 

31. In support of his argument that the post of Assistant 
Clovernmcnt Pleader occupied by petiuoner Yadav had no ex¬ 
istence independent fomt its holder , the learned 
counsel for the petitioner strenuously relied upon the 
decision m Kanta Kuthuria's case (supra). In Kanta Kalhu- 
ria’s case (supra) the lawyer had been appointed us a Sp^ial 
Government Pleader to conduct a particular case on behalf 
of the State of Rajasthan along with the Government Advo- 
cate, Jodhpur. The appointment was, therefore, for a parti¬ 
cular case only and that office could not be held to have an 
existence independent of its holder. To use the wor^ of 
Sikri J. (as he then w'as) who spoke for the majority' ot the 
Supreme Court in that case. *‘Wc cannot visualise an oftte 
coming into e.xi.stcnce, every time a pleader Is asked by the 
Oovermnent to appccir in b cdss on its 'behalf”. Explaining 
the distinction between the cases of Kama Kathuria (Supra) 
and Mahadeo supra), Krishna Iyer, J, pointed out “In the for¬ 
mer, an ad hoc Assistant Government Pleader with duties and 
remuneration was a casual engagement, not exalted to a 
permanent position, ocupled pro tempore by A or B. In 
Mahadeo, a permanent paiwl of lawyers ^ ‘maintained by the 
Railway Admiinstration* with special duties of a lasting na¬ 
ture constituted the offices of profit more like Standing 
Counsel” (at 2297 of the report). As I have held the office of 
the Assist^t Government Pleader held by petitioner Yadava 
was more like that of a Standing Counsel and was not that 
of an ordinary Assistant Government Pleader. 

32. The Learned counsel for the petitioner also relied upon 
a decision of a learned Single Judge of this Court in Elec¬ 
tion Petition No. 17 of 1977 (disposed of on 12-9-1978) m 
which the post hcFd bv a lawyer who had been appointed as 
/visistant Government Pleader for a period of two years which 
period had come to end on the date on which he had filed 
nomination paper and on which date ho was continuing to 
work for the State Govemtneat on the basis of an order 
that until the iMxsparation of a fresh panel work should be 
taken from the former panel, was held not to be an office 
of profit under the State Government, In that case, the lawyer 
could merely work at tke mercy of the State Government, Le¬ 
in a case only if given to him. It was held on the facts 
of that case that no duties were attached qua office, he was 
just a lawyer like any other lawyer; he could not coniplam 
that he W’as not given any w'Ork and if he got any brief, the 
lawyer wa.s free to reject It, he could appear against Govern¬ 
ment in any case in which he had not been engaged or m 
case w'hlch he chose not to accept. That was the case oi 
Assistant Government Pleader who could not claim to worii 
for the Government in any case merely by virtue of 
appointment and who could work only in such cases whldi 
were assigned to him. The case of such an Assistant Govern¬ 


ment Pleader is radically different from the case of an Assis¬ 
tant Government Pleader who is put exclusively incharg^ of 
a particular category of cases and is thus vested with rights 
and duties by virtue of that appointment us Assistant Gov¬ 
ernment Pleader itself. The Bench decision of this Court 
reported in 28 Election Law Reiwri 209 was also a case in 
which the position of the Assistant Goveriuncni Pleader 
was similar and a tentative opinion was expressed that he 
did not hold an office of profit 

33. The learned counsel for the petitioner also referred 
to ccratin rules in the Bihar Practice and Procedure Monui 
1939 and pointed out that the position of an Assistant Gov¬ 
ernment Pleader is different from that of a Government 
Pleader. It may be so but that is hardly relevant for deciding 
whether an Assistant Government Pleader inchargo of a 
particular category' of cases docs or does not hold an office 
of profit or not. I, therefore, hold that petitioner Ram 
Bilas Yadav, Assistant Government Pleader held an office 
of profit imder the State Government within the meaffing of 
expression as used in Article 102(l)(a) of the Constitution. 
Issue nos. 11 and 12 are, therefore, answered accordingly. 

34. Additional issue i.e. Issue No. 15;—^Th^ order of 
Returning Officer rejecting the nomination paper is also 
impugned as being discrimlnatoiy inasmuch as though the 
nomination paper of Nitya Nund Arya, a lawyer of the 
Commercial Bank of India was accepted as valid, the nomi¬ 
nation paper of the petitioner was rejected. No evidence re¬ 
garding the terms of appointment of Sri Nitya Nand Arya as 
a lawyer of the Commercial Taxes Department has been 
brought on the record. In the absence of evidence regarding 
the terms and conditions of appointment of Sri Nitya Nand 
Arya, this Court cannot hold that the petitioner Yadav and 
Nitya Nand Arya were similarly situate. The burden to prove 
that the order is discriminatory is clearly on the petitioner. 
That burden has not been discharged. I may further add that 
the duty performed by the Returning Officer in the course 
of scrutiny of nomination paper is judicial ip nature even 
though the Returning Officer is not a court. See the case 
reported in A.l.R, 1956 Supreme Court 153. It is well settled 
that a judicial decision may not be struck down as discri¬ 
minatory unJess there is shown to be present in it the element 
of intentional and purposeful disCTimmation. Sec the decision 
of the Supreme Court reported in A.l.R, 1955 S.C. 19l at 
page 195. It appears from the ordersheet of the Returning 
Officer that no objection was raised to the nomination paper 
of Sri Nitya Nand Arya or of any body except petitioner 
Yadav. There is nothing to suggest that the Returning Officer 
was in any manner hostile to petitioner Yadav. Assuming 
that discrimination was made by the Returning Officer, it 
was neither Intentional nor purposeful. Issue No. 15 the addi¬ 
tional issue must, therefore, he answered in the negative. 

35. Issue No. 13 :—In vnew of the answer to Issue No. 12, 
it must be held that the nomination paper of the petitioner 
Ram Bilas Yadav was not Improperly rej^ted. Issue 
No. 13, therefore, must he answered in the negative. 

36. Issue No. 14:—^In view of my findings on Issue nos. 
12 and 13, none of the petitioners arc entitled to a declara¬ 
tion that the election of the respondent of tbe House of People 
from 24 Pumea Parliamentary Constituency held in Eanuary 
1980 Is void, nor are they entitled to any other relief, 

37. Coming to the question of costs, I find that the res¬ 
pondent resisted vehementaly the application of the intervenor 
pelitkmcr for being added as a party. Though the election 
petition a sfUed on 6-2-1980 and notice isued against the 
respondent in March, 1980 it wa nt found possible to serve 
notice on the respondent in the ordinary manner and steps 
for substituted service had to be taken. The resmondent np- 
neared in the Supreme Court in the appeal filed by spcciffi 
leave by the intervenor Lakhan Lai Kapoor which was m- 
lowed on 2-11-1983 but he appeared in this Court only 
after steps for substituted service on 20-3-1984 by pu^ 
cation in the newspaper were taken. The application »r 
addition of intervenor petitioner was resisted tooth and nau 
by the rcspontlent and mainlv due to the stand taken by the 
respondent that petition could be finally disposed only on 
4 May, 1984, The objection to the rejoinder was raised main¬ 
ly by the respondent in which original petitioner also lomM, 
LTltimately. the orlirinal petitioners did not pro^Ue tne 
•Jection petition which suggests that they were gained over. 
\t the trial also the respondent raised a number of prcii- 
ninary issues, which hav'e all been rejected. The hearing 
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tbs cjisc was delayed and ccMUplicated by the raising alt 
these issues and the respoiuibUity for the delay rests pri- 
marily on the respondent in these circumstances. I would, 
accordingly, direct that the parties shall bear their oWn costs. 

38. Before parting, I should mention that Shri Shajms 
had also argued that tlie election petition at the instance of 
the intervenor petitioner Sri Lakhan Lai Kapoor was not 
maintainable because he was the person who nod before the 
Returning Officer raised the objection to the validity of the 
nomination paper of petitioner Yadav and he should not be 
permitted to blow hot and cold in respect of the same matter 
and now urge that jietitioner Yadav was not disqualified. He 
refers to the evidence of R.W. 9 who. deposed that so for 
as she remembered the objection to the nomination paper of 
petitioner Yadav was raised by Lakhan Lai Kapoor, TBe 
question that Sri Lakhan Lai Kapoor had raised the objection 
was not raised in the pleading or iseues end ap^t frcmn tfiat 
statement there b no evidence on the point. The petitioner 
did not adduce any evidence on the point. According to 
the election petition, no objection was raised before the Re¬ 
turning Officer by or on behalf of any candidate for rejecting 
the nomination paper of petitioner Yadav. In these cirOT- 
mstanccs, apart from the question whether a definite finding 
can be arrived at that the objection was raised by Lakhan 
Lai Kapoor on the basts of the highly parties an and halting 
testimony of the respondent herself, the plea cannot be per¬ 
mitted to be raised in the course of argument. I. accordingly, 
did not permit this plea to be raised. To conclude the appli¬ 
cation is dismissed but without costs. 

39, Let the substance of Iho decision be intimated to the 
Election Commissioner and Speaker of the Lok Sabha im¬ 
mediately. A copy of the judgement may be also sent to the 
Election Commission as early as pa«iblc. 

Patna High Court, 

The 16th November, 1984, 


Sd/- Shivauugrah Narain 
Certified to be a true copy Sd.lHegible. Assistant Regis¬ 
trar 26 XI, 1983, Supreme Court of India. 


IN THE SUPREME COURT OF INDIA 
CIVIL APPELLATE JURISDICTION 
avil Appeal No, 2727 of 1982 


Shri Lakhan La! Kapoor.. .Appellant. 

VERSUS 

Mr.s, Madhuri & ors.Respondents- 

ORDER 

We have heard coune^ for the parties. We feel that the 
order dated 27-2-1981 dismbsing the election petition as also 


the application filed by the interevener f(» being impleaded 
as a party under Order 1 Rule 10 C.P.C. and the Election 
petition should be set aside and the metier be remanded to 
the High Court to consider the application of Lakhan Lai 
for bemg impeaded as a party under Order 1 Rule 10 CPC 
and then dispose of the Election petition in accordance with 
law as expeditiously as possible, The appeal is disposed of 
accordingl)^ without any order as to costs. 

GS. MURTAZA FAZAL ALI) 
(ES VENKATARAMIAH) 


New Delhi Novcmljec 22, 1983. 


Sd|- 

For Deputy Registrar. 
Patna High Court, Patna. 
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3 , eft Tpi, 

«rt ^ ^TCSTf, 

fftJTrwT _ 

[>f. ^.-f^. ?r,|46/8 5 (^)] 

N jw Delhi, the 7th January, 1986 
ORDERS 

O.N. 15—Whereas the Election Com uission is satisfied that each of the contesting candidates specified in 
column (4) of the Table below at the bye-election to the Haryana Legislative Assembly as secified in column (2) 
and held from the constituency specified in column (3) against his name has failed to lodge an account of his elec¬ 
tion expenses or failed to lodge the account in the manner, as shown in column (5) of the said Table as required 
by the Representation of the People Act, 1951 and the Roles made thereunder. 

And( whereas, the said candidates have either not furnished any reason or explanation for the said failure 
oven after due notice or the Election Commision, after considering the representation made by them, if any, is 
satisfied that they have no good reason or justification for the said failure; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section lOA of the said Act, the Election Commission hereby declares the 
persons specified in column (4) of the Table below to be disqualified for being chosen as, and for being a member 
pf either House of the Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State/Union Territory 
for a period of 3 years from the date of this order. 


TABLE 


S. Particulars of 

No. of election 

S. No. & name of the 
assembly constituency 

Name & address of the 
contesting candidates 

Reason for disqualifica¬ 
tion 

1. Bye-election to Haryana 
Legislative Assembly, 
1985 

46—Uchana Kalan 

Shri Sat Pal, 

S/o Shri Darya singh, 

Village Khera Genderwala, 
Post Karsindhu, 

Tehsil Narwana, 

Haryana. 

Account not lodged in 
the manner. 

1 

0 

1 

-do- 

Shri Dhira Singh, 

S/o Lai Chand, 

Village Chase Kalan, 

Teh. Narwana, 

Distt. Jind, Haryana. 

Account not lodged 

3 . -do- 

-do- 

Shri Hari Ram , 

S/o Shri Diwan Chand, 

Vill. Tarkha, 

P.O. Karsindhu, 

Tch. Narwana, 

Haryana. 

-do- 


[No. HN-LA/46/85(Bye)] 
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sr%fiTftrr2r 4 rfarf?rrrJT, 1951 cT«tT 

( 5 ) ?r ir'4r ^ Jr «PTlr set 
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qr iri% %rf fqwrr ^rrJr % fqqtqq arnfpr 
33 q?, ft nqr | f=f 33 % nro 333 w^rrrwqr 
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[tf. 76/ftetri-^'T. ?r. / 85 ( 4 )] 

O.N. 16 .—Whereas the Election Commission is satisfied that the each of the contesting candidates spccified- 

in column(4) of the Table below at the election to the House of the People from the Union Territory of Delhi as spe¬ 
cified in column (2) and held from the constituency specified in column (31 against his name has failed to lodge an 
account of his election expenses or failed to lodge the account in the manner, as shown in column (5) of the said Table 
as required by the Representation of the People Act, 1951 and the Rules made thereunder; 

And, whereas, the said candidates have either not furnished any reason or explanation for the said failure even 
after due notice or the Election Commission, after considering the representations made by them, if any is satisfied 

that they have no good 

reason or justification for the said failure: 





8 , isso/nme, ieo7 

5ft 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of section lOA of the said Act, the Election Commission hereby declares the 

persons specified in column (4) of the Table below to be disqualified for being chosen as, and for being a member of 
either House of the Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State/Union Territory for 

a period of 3 years from the date of this order. 




TABLE 


S. Particulars of election 

S. No. & Name of the 

Name & Address of the 

Reason for disqualifl- 

No. 

Parliamentary constitu¬ 
ency 

contesting candidate 

cation 

1 2 

3 

4 

5 

1. General Election to the 

4—East Delhi 

Shri Bhola Nath, 

Account not lodged 

House of the People, 


690/1 Kabul Nagar, 

in the manner 

1984. 


Shahdra, Delhi. 


2 . -do- 

-do- 

Shri Laxman Singh 

C-5/183, Yamuna Vihar, 

Delhi 

-do- 

3 . -do- 

3—Outer Delhi 

Shri Om Parkash Aggarwal, 
Block-G, House No. 3, 

Uttam Nagar, 

New Delhi-59. 

Account not lodged 

4. -do- 

-do- 

Shri Jai Ram Maurya, 

D-37 Nav Jiwan Camp 

Oovind Puri, Kalkaji, 

New Delhi-110019. 

-do- 

5. -do- 

•do- 

Shri Jit Singh, 

House No. 1, Village 

Bipdapur, P.O. Uttam 

Nagar, New Delhi. 

-do- 

6 . -do- 

-do- 

Shri Balwan, 

Village Bindapur, 

Vani Bihar, Block-R, 

Bindapur Colony, 

New Delhi. 

•do- 

7 . -do- 

-do- 

Shri Brij Nandan Singh, 

723-A, Pocket No. 2, 

Paschim Puri, New Delhi. 

-do- 

8 . -do- 

-do- 

Shri Ranjit Singh, 

Village & Post Office 

Chandan Hola, New Delhi. 

-do- 

9 . -do- 

-do- 

Shri Gopi Chand, 

Account not lodged 



Village Ali, Badarpur, 

New Delhi-44. 

in the manner 

10 . -do- 

-do- 

Shri Rajinder, 

B-5/32, Paschim Vihar 

New Delhi. 

-do- 

11 . -do- 

1—New Delhi 

Shri Ajun Singh Gulati, 
37-Farid Kot House, 
Copernicus Marg, 

New Delhi. 

Account not lodged. 



12 . -do- 

-dOT 

Shri Ashok Kumar, 

C-58, 60 B.K. Dutt 

Colony, New Delhi. 

-do- 

13. -do- 

-do- 

Shri Inder Kumar, 

206A Jeewan Nagar, 

New Delhi. 

-do- 
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I 


2 

3 

4 

5 

14. 

General Election to the 

1—New Delhi 

Shri Khushdev Singh 

Account not lodged 


House of the People, 


Bhasin, 1-43 Jangpura Ext., 



1984. 



New Delhi. 


15. 

-do- 


-do- 

Shri Tanti Ram, 

Jhopri Dhobi Ghat Nath, 
5-Talkatora Marg, 

New Delhi. 

-do- 

16. 

-do- 


-do- 

Shri Piyush, 

A-9, Niti Bagh, 

New Delhi. 

-do- 

17. 

-do- 


-do- 

Shri Raj Kumar, 

71-A Sunlight Colony No. II, 
New Delhi. 

-do- 

18. 

-do- 


-do- 

Shri Harish Dhingra, 

1522, Azizganj Bahadur, 

Garh Road, Delhi. 

-do- 

19. 

-do- 


2—South Delhi 

Shri Khushdev Singh, 

Bhasin, 1-43, Jangpura Ext., 
New Delhi. 

-do- 

20 . 

-do- 


-do- 

Shri Govind Lai, 

1699/4, Govindpuri Ext,, 
Kalkaji, New Delhi. 

-do- 

21 . 

-do- 


-do- 

Shri Ghan Shyam Sharma 
Shastri, 

Raj-jyotishi, 3/68, 

Subash Nag? r. 

New Delhi. 

-do- 

22 . 

-do- 


-do- 

Shri Purshottam Lai, 

J-7-A fieri Wala Bagh, 

Hari Nagar, New Delhi. 

-do- 

23. 

-do- 


-do- 

Shri Balbirsingh Bir, 

17/131, Subash Nagar, 

New Delhi-110037. 

-do- 

24. 

-do- 


-do- 

Shri Lalit, 

C-3/353, Janakpuri, 

New Delhi-58. 

-do- 

25. 

-do- 



Shri Satish Chand, 

Account not lodged 



1162-Gali Saraosan, 

Farash Khanna, Delhi. 

in the manner 




[No. 76/DL-HP/85 (4)] 


arr, w, 17:—4n’ ^nTT^rnr ^ 
t ^ ^ ^rr-TJft % (2) ii w 

^T^TT ^ 

aft ( 3 ) if P'l'iT'q'i ft ^atr 

( 4 ) ^ tiwft Pi«iT^'i 5r«% 

^srr 3 r«T^^f, ?ft=F arfErfH^, ,1951 

?f!rr ?raFf ^ hkt ar^fffRT ^3^ ^rnT^fr 

% ( 5 ) ^ JT*IT ff STT^ 

stiff ^T ^■f^ »fr ^ 5f 3T«TWT 

■frffr fr^<sr^ ^ sww ^ 

aftr at^qfWf ^ 'TT »ft 

^ 3T^ni?T^fr % flttf UT ?ft 4fff *Pr^ ST«m 


^ f?m I 4T 5Kr fa[E nrr at^TTWif 
qr, iti^ qfrf atTifT’T 

VT it? ^mrsrr^T ii ^r t ^ 3 ^ 1 % 'titt :3W arawrr 

% ff-ttr qiif qitft^r JtT ^itTJfrf^ 1 ; 

am ; at^r, f^arfapT 91T^ :34cr atf'-JpTim ^ OTtT 
1 (Hf: % ff ^ q?f TTT’Tf ^ ( 4 ) if 

ftfiffea: aitr^cT^ff <1 ^ '>41 m f%tft 

R5q- !tfr f^lJTT ?r4T atw fTOm sTw % ?TOIT 'lit 
anir afk str^TJt qff arff^ it df^r 

iRtTr^ffst % ffR%T ^ 1 



[mitll—3(iii)] 


mm ■mrq;S:qiOTfts, 1986/iTrEr 19, 1907 

6r 






trtrfjq qfr 3Tw«ff 

fqTfqr 'Piqumr 


tf. afit TW 

spT TttT ^ 'PIT 


1 2 

3 

4 

5 

1. ^ 

1 984 


>sfr 3TtP 

TfSirr 3492, mz-r 1 3-fl' 

1 

fqfsr % arqqrt %qrr 
q^ frqr 1 

2. —— 

— — 

lift 'fKur fttg Trqr, 
uq. tfr. piq. ,19^, 

19 qf, 1 

-qqq- 

3. —— 

—trtq'— 

qqriq q. 3218, 
qqsrt: 3 .qfl’mi i 

— 

4.—rrJq— 

— 

■qt irqTT'T 
qqtrq q. 11 ss, 

2 i-qT, qflqf i 

—qqq— 

5. —— 

—trtar— 

Nf Tjurr 'Tiq. 
q^iq q. 3239 

—n?q~ 

6. —aiqf— 

—— 

qqtTq q. 2223 , 
qqiT 1 5-qt, =3fftq? \ 

—— 

1 

1 

T 


«ft qtjeqrr %?, 
t^5t. qU trtq 24, 

7-qf, ^q? 1 

—qfq— 

8- 


8TV r^Tqqiq fq|, 
qqqq q, 3010 , 

itqqT 37-it, =^qj i 

Srtar qT%q q^ l^qr 1 

9. —rtlq— 

—— 

srV 5^51 qqt, 
qqqq 3444 , 

^4^7: 40-if, ^q? 1 

-qqq- 


[ff. . ?f ./8 5] 


O.N. 17 .—Whereas the Election Commission is satisfied that each of the contesting candidates specified 
in column (4) of the Table below at the election to the House of the People from the Union Territory of Chandigarh 
as specified in column (2) and held from the constituency specified in column (3) against his name has failed to lodge 
an account of his election expenses or failed to lodge the account in the manner, as shown in column (5) of the said 
Table as required by the Representation of te People Act, 1951 and the Rules made thereunder; 

And whereas the said candidates have either not furnished any reason or explanation for the said failure even 
after due notice or the Election Commission, after considering the representations made by them, if any, is satisfied 
that they have no good reason or justification for the said failure ; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of secton lOA of the said Act, the Election Commission hereby declares the per¬ 
sons specified in column (4) of the Table below to be disqualified for being chosen as, and for being a member of 
either House of the Parliament or of the Legislative Assembly or Legislative Council of a State/Union Territory 
for a period of 3 years from the date of this order. 
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~ ^ TABLE . ~ " 


S. Particulars of election 
No. 

S. No, & name of the 
Parliamentary 
Constituency 

Name & address of the 
contesting candidate 

Reason for disqualifi¬ 
cation 

1 2 

3 

4 

5 

1. General Election to the 
House of the People, 
1984 

Chandigarh 

Shri Om Parkash, 

H. No. 3492, Sec. 23-D, 
Chandigarh. 

Account not lodged in 
the manner 

2. -do- 

-do- 

Shri Krishan Singh Rana, 
SCF 19B/Sec. 19C, 
Chandigarh. 

-do- 

3. -do- 

-do- 

Shri Gurchran Singh Azad, 

H. No. 3218 See, 3ST), 
Chandigarh. 

-do- 

4. -do- 

-do- 

Shri Jaspal Singh, 

H. No. 1158, See. 21-B, 
Chandigarh. 

-do- 

5. -do- 

-do- 

shri Murari Lai, 

H. No. 3239, Sec. 27-D, 
Chandigarh. 

-do- 

6. -do- 

-do- 

Shri Jaswant Sjngh, 

H. No. 2223, Sec. 15-C, 
Chandigarh. 

-do- 

7. -do- 

-do- 

Shri Mukhtiar Singh, 

S.C.F. 24, Sec. 1C, 
Chandigarh. 

-do- 

8 . -do- 

-do- 

Shri Gurbakhsh Singh, 

H. No. 3010, Sec. 37-0, 
Chandigarh. 

Account not lodged at 
aU 

9 . -do- 

-do- 

Shri Suraj Sbanna, 

H. No. 3444, Sec. 40rD. 
Chandigarh. 

•do- 


[No. 76/CH-HP/85] 


3 fT, 3r. is:—^ ?nTrOT^ fr 
^ 'iTt 

17/6 TT«ITT <t:r, ^pOTNTT, 

w>P ?rqT 6 9ri;tTTqET #5ifnT 

^ 1984 wfT 'Tt'P 5rfff- 

ffTfERq' aTfkPTim, 1951 ^1*11 SRUT ^ I^EPTf 

ST7J ar^rsET 317^ siriff q:r (ur^ ^ ^ 

arar^r Tt f ; 

a<Yt srTjnff % grirqi f®rT "0% qr ^ff 
ar^TOJnrr % 

^ ftqr ^ aftT 3TTJfPr >PT q? ^FTTSTPr ^ 

irqr ^ ftr ^-7% Tpr ^ 3T?rB^?rr ^ ^ 

qfTtor nr ^irrqM^ ’iff t ; 


3T<T; 3R, arriiPr srfsrlwi qft am 

lo-qr % sT^T^rm a «ft ^Tfr-? sraK 
% f'mr ■q't % ar qft fqaw 
3i«rqT fwapT qrfraET % srtT ftT % 

w arraF fT fird^ ^r rfpr ?r^ qrt iTrr^rFrfa % f?ro; 

fT^f^!r ^'tfro qfw I I 

[?T®n 76/?fT-art. ?t./85 (g)] 
arr^ *r , 

■i\. «T^'^, aTTT 

fq'qH'i arrifpr 
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O.N. 18.—Whereas the Election Comtttission is satisfied 
that Shi'i Keshav Parsad Sharma C/o M/s. North Eastern 
Carriers, 17/6 Mathura Road, Faridabad, Haryana, a con¬ 
testing candidate at the General Election to tnc House of 
the People held In December. 1984 from 6 Faridabad Parlia- 
nentary Consitituency has failed to lodge an account of his 
election expenses as required by the Representation of the 
People Act, 1951 and the Rules made thereunder; 

And whereas the said candidate, even after due notice, has 
not given any reason or explanation for the failure and the 
Election Commisdon is satisfied that he has no good teason 
or justification for the failure; 


Now, therefore, in pursuance of section lOA of the said 
Act, the Election Commission hereby declares the said Shrl 
Keshav Parsad Sharma to be disqualified for being chosen as, 
and for being a member of either House of parliament or of 
the Legislative Assembly or Legislative CounsU of a State 
for a period of three years from the date of this Order. 

[No. 76/HN.HP/85(6)] 
By Order, 

T.D. GUPTA, Under Secy. 

Election Commission of IniSla 


PRINTED BY THE MANAGER, GOVT. OF INDIA PRESS, RING ROAD, NEW DEI HI-110064 
AND PUBLISHED EY THE CONTROLLER OF PUBUCATIONS, DELHI-110054, 1986 




